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EMERGENCY LIVESTOCK FEED ASSISTANCE 
ACT OF 1987 AND RELATED MATTERS 



FRIDAY, MAY 13, 1988 

House of Repressntatives, 
SuBCOMMirrEE ON Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry, 

Committee on Agriculture, 

Twin Falls, ID. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 6:38 p.m., room 
108, Aspen Building, CoU^e of Southern Idaho, Twin Falls, ID, 
Hon. Charles W. Stenholm (chairman of the subcommittee) presid- 



3ent: Representative Stallings. 
Staff present: Daniel B. Wagoner. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES W. STENHOLM, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 

Mr. Stenholm. This public hearing of the House Agriculture 
Subcommittee on Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry will now come to 
order. 

Good evening to each and every one of you, 

I am Charlie Stenholm of the Seventeenth Congressional District 
of Texas. 

It is my pleasure to welcome everyone to this hearing, and say 
that this subcommittee looks forward to receiviwr some very in- 
formative and useful testimony surrounding the Emergency Live- 
stock Feed Assistance Pn^am administered by the Department of 
Agriculture. 

On my right, I am sure you recognize my coUeitgue and your con- 
gressman, the Honorable Richard Stallings. Richard, the subcom- 
mittee would particularly like to express its gratitude to you for in- 
viting us to come to Twin Falls. There are msuiy concerns sur- 
rounding the Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Program, ad- 
ministered by the Depsirtment of Agriculture, £uid I am sure we 
will talk about a few other subjects of agricultural interest before 
this hearing concludes. 

I want you to know that I and the entire subcommittee appreci- 
ate your strong support and the efforts you put forward in Con- 
gress to Eissist livestock producers. 

I have found in my brief service in the Congress that it is alwaj^ 
helpful to get home and listen to your constituency. In addition, it 
is good when you have the task and the chsillenge that we have on 
this subcommittee to get out into other regions of the country, to 
listen to other constituencies, recognizing that it is a lot cheaper 
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for us to come to you than it is for all of you to come to Washing- 
ton. 

Again, Richard, thftnk you for eiffording me this opportunity. 

The Department of Agriculture operates feed assistance pro- 
greims to help livestock producers preserve and maintain livestock 
in times of natural disaster. Of the seven Emergency Feed Assist- 
ance Programs that have been operated by USDA, only three have 
been used since 1977. The Emergency Feed Assistance Program, 
the Emergency Feed Program, and the Herd Preservation Feed 
Grain Donation Program. 

Over the last several years, there has been a growing concern as 
to whether the Emergency Feed Assistance Program provides effec- 
tive and timely response to emergency conditions. In an effort to 
address this concern, legislation has been recently introduced in 
Congress which attempts to consolidate and streamline current 
feed assistance programs and to help the Secretory of Agriculture 
respond more quickly to disaster situations. 

The legislation being discussed this evening, H.R. 3081, a bill en- 
titled The Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Act of 1987, seeks 
to improve disaster assistence to livestock producers by providing 
USDA with more authority to better tailor assistance to each disas- 
ter condition. 

Recognizing the current drought conditions and the reduced feed 
production that will result, this topic and the outoome of this hear- 
ing will certainly be relevant to many parts of the country as well 
as Idaho. 

With this challenge before us, I look forward to listening to all of 
your concerns, advice and, hopefully, some solutions this evening. 

[H.R. 3081 follows:] 
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H.R.3081 



To coiuolidMe and improve exiitiiig emergenc; livestock feed Mdt 
administered by the Secret&ry of Agriculture, ind for other ] 



IN THE HOUSE OF KEPRESENTATIVBS 

AuooBT 3, 1987 
Mr. WiLLiAHB (for himself, Mr. English, Ur. Johnson of South IHkota, Ur. 
8TALLH40B, ud Mr. DoBOAN ot North Dakota) introduced the following bill; 
which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture 



A BILL 

To consolidate and improve existing emergency livestock feed 
assistance programs administered by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, and for other puiposes. 

1 Be il enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 Uvea of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act m&y be cited as the "Emergency Livestock 

5 Feed Assistance Act of 1987". 

6 SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OP FEED ASSISTANCE AUTHORITY. 

7 The Secretaiy shall provide emergency feed assistance 

8 under this Act for the preservation and maintenance of live- 

9 stock in any State, where, because of disease, insect infesta- 
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1 tion, flood, drought, fire, hurricane, earthquEike, storm, hot 

2 we&ther, or other natural disaster, the Secretary det«rmiiies 

3 that an emergency exigts. 

4 SEC 3. APPUCATION AND DEaSIONHAKING PROCESS. 

5 (a) Requbstb fob Determination op Emeb- 

6 QBNCT. — 

7 (1) Ck>VEBNOB TO HAKE BBQUBBT. — All requests 

8 for a determination by the Secretary that an emergen- 

9 oy exists shall be made by, and in the discretion of, the 

10 Governor of the affected State. 

11 (2) Contents of bequest. — Each request shaJl 

12 state the type and extent of assistance required (includ- 

13 ing a recommendation of which programs under this 

14 Act should be used to provide such assistance) and 

15 shall be accompanied by — 

16 (A) a justification for the request; and 

17 (B) information on the extent and nature of 

18 State and local resources which have been or will 

19 be used to alleviate the emergency. 

20 (3) Consultation with special state bubb- 

21 GENOT BOABD. — A GK)vemor shall maie a request 

22 under this subsection after oonsultatioii witb a special 
28 State emergency board which collects and compiles 
24 data regarding the emergency and to assist in the 
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1 preparation of the request. The special board shall be 

2 comprised of — 

3 (A) Uie State Director (or such State Direc- 

4 tor's designee) of tlie Agricultural Stabilization 

5 and Conservation Service; 

6 (B) the State Director (or such State Direc- 

7 tor's designee) of the Soil Conservation Service; 

8 (0) the State Director (or such State Direc- 

9 tor's designee) of the Fanners Home Administra- 

10 lion; and 

11 (D) a representative of the Governor. 

12 (b) Dbtbbmination op Eugbobnoy. — 

13 (1) Pbbuminabt dbtbbmination. — Before the 

14 close of the fourteenth calendaj day begimiing after the 
16 date of receipt of any request pursuant to subsection 

16 (a), tbe Secretaiy shall either — 

17 (A) deny such request for a determination 

18 that an emergency ezists; or 

19 (B) notify tbe Clovemor that tbe request is 

20 under consideration and identify each assistanoe 

21 program being considered. 

22 (2) Final dbtbbhdiatiok.— Before Uie close of 

23 the twenty-Sfth calendar day be^nning after the date 

24 of receipt of such request, the Secretaiy shall — 
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1 (A) maJie a final determination that an emer- 

2 gency exists; 

3 (B) detennine the appropriate assistance pro- 

4 gram or programs under this Act to alleviate the 

5 emergency; and 

6 (C) provide a justification of why other as- 

7 sistance programs specified in the request of the 

8 Governor are inappropriate forms of assistance, if 

9 the Secretary determines such programs axe 

10 inappropriate. 

11 SEC. 4. CONDITIONS OF EUGIBIUTY. 

12 The Secretary shall provide assistance under this Act if 

13 the Secretary finds that any of the following conditions cre- 

14 ated by the emergency are present: 

16 (1) 30 PEBCBNT LOBB IN FEED. — The efigible 

16 fanner or rancher has suffered at least a 30 percent 

17 loss in feed normally produced on the farm for such 

18 farmer's or rancher's livestock, and does not have suffi- 

19 eient feed that has adequate nutritive value and is suit- 

20 able for such farmer's or rancher's livestock (as of the 

21 date of the Governor's request for a determination of 

22 emergency under section 3(a)(1)) for the estimated du- 

23 ration of the emergency! 

24 (2) Lack of altbbnative fbbd. — The eligible 

25 fanner or rancher does not have and is untile to 
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5 

1 obtain through normal channelB of trade without undue 

2 financial hardship sufficient feed that has adequate nu- 

3 tritiTe value and is suitable for such fanner's or ranch- 

4 er's liveBtock. 

5 SEC G. ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. 

6 The following assistance programs ma; be made avail- 

7 able by the Secretary under this Act to eligible farmers and 

8 ranchers: 

9 (1) Donation of c.c.c. fbbd. — The donation of 

10 feed held by the Oommodity Credit Corporation to 

11 formers and ranchers who are financially unable to 

12 purchase feed at market prices or to participate in any 

13 other program set forth in this subsection, including the 

14 cost of transporting feed to the affected area, 

15 (2) Rbimbubsbhent of pobhon of cost. — 

16 Reimbursement of not to exceed 50 percent of the cost 

17 of feed purchased by farmers or ranchers for their five- 

18 stock during the duration of the emergency. 

19 (3) Sale of c.c.c. feed obain. — The sale of 

20 feed grain held by the Commodity Credit Corporation 

21 to farmers or ranchers for their hvestock at a price, es- 

22 toblished by the Secretary, that does not exceed 75 

23 percent of the current basic county loan rate for such 

24 feed gram in effect under the Agricultural Act of 1949 
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1 (or at a comparable price if there is no such current 

2 basic county loan rate). 

3 (4) Hay teanspobt assistance.— Hay trans- 

4 port&tion assistance to fanners or ranchers of not to 
5' exceed two-thirds of the cost of transporting hay pur- 

6 chased from a point of origin beyond such farmers' or 

7 ranchers' normal trade area to the livestock, subject to 

8 the following limitations: 

9 (A) The transportation assistance may not 

10 exceed $50 per ton of eli^ble hay ($12.50 for 

11 silage). 

12 (B)- The amount of eligible bay may not 

13 exceed — 

14 (0 20 pounds per day per animal unit; 

15 or 

16 (ii) the lesser of the farmer's or ranch- 

17 er's feed loss or the amount of additional 

18 feed needed for the duration of the emer- 

19 gency. 

20 (5) LrvBaTOCK tbanspoet absihtancb. — Live- 

21 Btock transportation assistance to farmers or ranchers 

22 of not to exceed two-thirds of the cost of transporting 
2S livestock to and from available grazing locations, sub- 
24 ject to the following limitations: 
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1 (A) TransportatioQ assistance may not 

2 exceed $24 per head of eligible livestock. 

3 (B) Transportation assistance may not exceed 

4 the lesser of the fanner's or rancher's feed loss or 

5 the amount of additiona] feed needed for the dura- 

6 tion of the emergency. 

7 (6) Feed donation. — The donation of feed held 

8 by Uie Commodity Credit Corporation with respect to 

9 livestock which is stranded and unidentified as to its 

10 owner, including the cost of transporting feed to the 

11 affected area. 

12 SEC. 6. COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION. 

13 The Secretary shall carry out this Act through use of 

14 the funds, facihties, and authorities of the Commodity Credit 

15 Corporation. 

16 SEC. T. REGULATIONS. 

17 The Secretary is authorized to issue regulations to carry 

18 out this Act. 

19 SEC. 8. DEFINinONa 

20 As used in this Act: 

21 (1) The term "eligible farmer or rancher" 



22 



(A) any estabhshed farmer or rancher who is 
a citizen of the United States; or 
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10 



8 

1 (B) any farm cooperatiTe, private domestic 

2 OH^ratioii, partnership, or joint operation in 
8 wlucti a majority interest is held by members, 

4 stockholders, or partners who are citizens of the 

5 United States, if such cooperative, corporation, 

6 partnership, or joint operation is enga^d primari- 

7 ly in farming or ranching. In the case of a joint 

8 operation, a majority interest must be held by in- 

9 dividuals who are related by blood or marriage, as 

10 defined b; the Secretary. 

11 (2) The term "Governor" means the chief eiecu- 

12 tive of any State. 

13 (3) The term "livestock" means cattle, sheep, 

14 goats, swine, poultry, horses, or mules. 

15 (4) The term "Secretary" means the Secretary of 

16 Agriculture. 

17 (5) The term "State" means any State of the 

18 United States, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 

19 Virgin Islands, or Guam. 

20 SEC 9. PENALTIES. 

21 (a) Civil Penalty. — Any fanner or rancher who dis- 

22 poses of any feed made availahle to such farmer or rancher 

23 under this Act other than as authorized by the Secretary 

24 shall be subject to a civil penalty equal to the market value of 
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1 the feed involved, to be recovered by the Secretary in a civil 

2 Buit brought for that purpose. 

3 (b) Cbiminal Penalty. — Any farmer or rancher who 

4 disposes of any feed made available to such fanner or rancher 

5 under this Act other than as authorized by the Secretaiy 

6 shall be subject to a fine of not more than $10,000, or impria- 

7 onment for not more than one year, or both. 

8 SECIO. REPEALER. 

9 (a) Section 1105 of 1977 Act.— Section 1105 of the 

10 Agricultural Act of 1977 is repealed. 

11 (b) Section 407 of 1949 Act.— Section 407 of the 

12 Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by striking out "and 

13 may make feed owned or controlled by it" and all that fol- 

14 lows through " mil li n g such feed available to such persons 

15 under this sentence, including transportation and handling 

16 costs." and inserting in lieu thereof "and may donate or sell 

17 commodities in accordance mth the Emergency Livestock 

18 Feed Assistance Act of 1987.". 
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Mr. Stenholm. At this time, Richard, I would like to recognize 
you for any opening remarks that you might have to make. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD H. STALLINGS, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 

Mr. Stallings. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, let me thank Chairman Stenholm for his leadership 
and for coming to Idfiho, to hear from Idfihoans on the situation 
which we are ^1 very concerned about. 

To borrow a line from Morris Udsdl, "it may be so dry this 
summer that some of us will witness trees chasing dogs". 

Nature is a difficult opponent to fight when it is acting against 
us, but we must do what is in our ability to mitigate its effect and 
maintain our agricultural production. 

Let me also thank the witnesses, who have taken time to evalu- 
ate this legislation and to make recommendations for modification. 
This is what the hearing process is all about, and I look forward to 
your testimony. 

1985 begEm a drought which still lingers to inflict its parching 
gasp on the agricultural interests of Idaho and other areas of the 
country. Many aspects of agricultural production are affected by 
drought, and from the reports I received, many of the USDA pro- 
grams designed to assist in drought situations could be redesigned, 
streamlined, and simplified. 

Tonight, however, this hearing will focus on the Federal Govern- 
ment's assistance to livestock producers affected by drought and 
other natural disasters. The drought of 1985-86 qualified many 
Northwestern States for the Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance 
Progrjim. 

What we witnessed in the way of USDA-administered help was 
too little too late. USDA made feed grains from the Government- 
owned CCC inventot? available, but in distant locations, limitii^ 
its Eiccessibility to most farmers and ranchers who are qualified to 
receive it. 

Congress reacted by mandating that feed greiins within an affect- 
ed State or adjoining State be made available. USDA subsequently 
offered wheat as the primary feed assistance grain. Ask any live- 
stock owner what wheat will do to cattle or horses if not very close- 
ly monitored. 

Congress was to act ag£iin in 1986 to address the droi^ht in the 
Southeast. Yes, USDA reacted, but it was usually too late, and not 
until Congress applied enough pressure or pa^ed a law forcing 
action. 

The USDA currently employs two feed eissistance programs. One 
makes available CCC grains to farmers and ranchers who can 
verify a 40-percent loss in feed grown on the farm. This can only be 
used for breeding stock or foundation herds. 

The other program allows qualified farmers emd ranchers to be 
reimbursed up to 50 percent of the cost of purchasing emergency 
livestock feed from commercial channels. The reimbursement is 
currently through generic certificates. This prc^ram cem apply to 
more than foundation stock if owned for more than a specific 
period of time. 
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My concern with these programs, find others which USDA heis 
the authority to use and are complicated by requiring a presiden- 
tial disaster declaration or coordination with oUier Federal agen- 
cies, is that this ia all too cumbersome and, in fact, too time-con- 
suming. 

The proposed legislation would consolidate all emergency live- 
stock options under one authority. It would make emergency live- 
stock assistance consistent with the Emergency Loan Progrsim ad- 
ministered by Farmers Home Administration. 

Under the Emergency Loan Program, a producer qualifies if he 
suffers a 30-percent loss of a crop. USDA requires livestock produc- 
ers to suffer a 40-percent loss to qusilify for feed assistance. Under 
the Farmers Home Emergency Loan Program, the Governor of the 
affected State requests the assistance. USDA makes its own deter^ 
mination on a subjective basis for emergency livestock assistance 
without State involvement. 

In closing, I will quote from a report conducted by the U.S. Gen- 
eral Accounting Office at my request in 1986. The report concludes, 
"The proposed legislation would have improved disaster assistance 
to livestock producers because it would have provided the Secre- 
tary with more authority to better teiilor assistance to each disaster 
condition." 

Again, I thank Chairman Stenholm for coming to Idaho and con- 
ducting these hefirings. They are of vital importance to us, not only 
in Idaho, but to the rest of the Nation, and I commend the chair- 
man for his leadership and look forward to continuing to work 
with him on this legislation. 

At this time, I would also like to thank Dr. Rick Parker and the 
facilities of CSI that make this hearing possible. We think that 
these facilities are excellent, and it gives us a good central location 
here in the Magic Valley. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I turn back my time to you. 

Mr. STE>fHOLM. Before we call our first witness, I would Uke to 
make some emnouncements. In order that all of our witnesses be 
afforded an equal opportunity to present their testimony, we would 
respectfuUy ask that aU witnesses summarize your remarks within 
a 5-minute time period, with the assurance that all written state- 
ments and supportii^ documents will be made a part of today's 
hearing record or file. 

Furthermore, if there is no objection, today's hearing record will 
remain open for 10 days for the purpose of receiving additional and 
requested written information, and if time allows, anyone that is 
not on the official witness list will be recognized to speak eifter our 
lEist scheduled witness. 

If there are no further questions, we will proceed by calling our 
first witness. However, I would like to enter a statement at this 
point in the record, submitted by Congressman Larry Craig of the 
First Congressional District of Idaho. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Craig follows:] 
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3TATEHENI OF 
CONGRESSIUH LUIRT E. CRAIG 



HOUSE COHHITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 
SUBCOKHITTEE OH LIVESTOCK, DAIRY AND PO 






ilFBin and Heabera of Che Subcoanletee, I chank yon tor providing thi* 
CO discuss eaergency liveacock feed aaslacance. Aa you kaa«, Idaho, 
my UesCern sCatei, la currently suffering from the effects of ■ 

reaa fanera are trying to get by on less than 25 percent of'thel 
illotoant. These drought candlclons, and the reduced feed produc 
I reault, make the topic and the outcome of thla hearing palnfu 
10 Idaho In this growing aeaaon. 

■ sing need for refom has heightened Congressional Interaat in b 
.R. 30ai, the EneTgeocy Liveatock Feed Asals 
atjF haa a Horrhuhlle Intent — to conaolldati 

ice prograaa, aod to help the Secretary of Agriculture ceepond 

read through H.R. 30BI. I liked what I found. Two concepts that 

lupported — progran consolidation and Increased flexibility — 

enbodled lo the bill. That prellaloary analysis pconpted ae In 

:o contact Congresaaan Ullllaas, and to aak that ay naae be added 
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Mr. Stenholm. Our first witness, Mr. Michael M. Duff, Confiden- 
tial Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for Economics, Ek»nomics 
Division, Department of Agriculture, Wfishington, D.C. 

Mike, welcome. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL N. DUFF, CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT 

TO THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ECONOMICS, ECONOMICS 

DIVISION. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, ACCOMPANIED 

BY JERRY W. NEWCOMB. DIRECTOR. EMERGENCY OPERATIONS 

AND LIVESTOCK PROGRAMS. AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION 

AND CONSERVATION SERVICE 

Mr. Duff, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am pleased to be here today to discuss H.R. 3081 with you. This 
is the so-called Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Act. It is es- 
pecially gratifying to me as the h^hest policy-level official at the 
Department from Idaho to litereilly come home to testify today. 

Additionally, aa a former legislative assistant working wi^ this 
subcommittee during my time on the Hill, I am especially glad to 
visit and work with you again. 

Witii me today, I have Jerry Newcomb, who is Division Director 
for Emergency Programs at the Department. He is in the ASCS, 
and he is here with me today. 

Mr. Chairman, when I first read H.R. 3081, I was reminded of a 
recent profile in the Washington Post that centered around your 
colleague, Chedrman Jamie Whitten of the Appropriations Commitr 
tee. In that article, under what the Post labeled as the Whitten 
Doctrine, if you will. Chairman Whitten is quoted as saying, 
"There is no farm disaster that cannot be turned into a lawmaker s 
opportunity." I tWk certainly that holds true every time one 
comes up. 

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3081 is an attempt to consolidate 
and improve existing livestock feed assistance programs as admin- 
istered by the Secretary, This bill would, among other things, 
create legislative authority for two additional livestock feed assist- 
ance progrtims. These are the Hay Transportation Assistance Pro- 
gram and the Livestock Transportation A^istance Program. 

We do not feel that this authority is necessary or desirable based 
upon our past experience with these programs. 

Also, in light of recent budget agreements between the adminis- 
tration and Congress over money now being spent on farm pro- 
grams, it is imperative that we draw the line on new authority. 

The enactment of H.R. 3081 would greatly alow down the miple- 
mentation of both the Emergency Feed Program, also referred to 
Eis the Feed Cost-Shating Program, and the Emergency Feed Assist- 
ance Program. This is the program which allows the CCC-owned 
feed grain to be made available for discount purchase. 

H.R. 3081 would require that any requests for a determination of 
an emergency by the Secretary could oe made only at the discre- 
tion of the Governor of the siffected State after consultation with a 
new State emergency board. 

At the present time, the request for assistance under either of 
these feed programs can be initiated by the county Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Committee. These county ASC com- 
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mittees are made up of primarily local farmers and ranchers, as 
well as ASCS personnel residing in the county. 

T^e State ASC committee reviews the request and makes its rec- 
ommendations to the nation£il ASCS office. In the case of the 
Emei^ency Feed Program, the deputy administrator for State and 
county operations can approve the Implementation providing that 
documentation supports the fact that a natural disaster has oc- 
curred. 

In the case of the Emergency Feed Assistance Prc^p'am, this 
same procedure is followed, except that the national ASCS ofdce 
makes a recommendation to the Secrettiry, who then makes the de- 
termination to implement the program. ASCS has also developed 
procedures to permit emei^ency haying and grazing during the 5- 
month nongrazing period of ACR and CU acreage in the event of a 
natural disaster, if it can be shown that such an action would not 
produce eui adverse economic effect in the area. 

These options remain available to us today. This adverse econom- 
ic impact is especially important in a State like Idaho where cash 
receipts for commercial hay production exceed $100 million annual- 
ly. TTiis is further impacted by the large carryover hay stocks 
which total 901,000 tons for 1988. 

In addition to these problems, Mr. Chairman, we have several 
other concerns. I will, in the interest of time, mention only a few. 

The 30-percent loss of livestock feed f^re, we feel, is too low. 
Normal Fluctuations in crops from year to year rsuige between 24 
and 28 percent. Accordingly, we recommend a higher loss require- 
ment. Our current loss requirements for eli^bility are 40 percent 
for all feed crops, including pasture, on a particular farm. 

As drafted, H.R. 3081 does not require any loss for eligibility, 
merely an inability to purchase desired feed. 

The cumbersome administration requirements of H.R. 3081 are 
well-illustrated by the bill's specified date from which the produc- 
er's scarcity must be determined. That date in the bill is the date 
on which the State Governor requests emergency declaration. 

Programs currently in place mfike determinations based on the 
date the producer applies for assistance and are, therefore, much 
more timely in their responses to true emei^encies than would be 
the system created by this bill. 

We see no need to establish a special emei^ncy board. We al- 
ready have in place the Food and Agricultural Council, which has 
a subcommittee for emergency programs. The ASCS State execu- 
tive director is, in fact, the vice chairman for emei^ency programs. 
Membership of the committee is mside up of ASCS personnel, Ex- 
tension Service and eight other agencies. In addition, representa- 
tives from the Federal Emergency Man^ement Association, VEui- 
ous State agencies, Indian Tribal Councils, and other appropriate 
officials are invited. 

The Secretary of Agriculture must also take into consideration 
the impact of implementing programs on a national scale as they 
may affect all segments of the economy, including commodity pro- 
ducers, livestock producers, agribusiness, and consumers. 

We also have to consider uie effect on traditional hay and feed 
producers. The Secretary must £dso weigh the ramifications of pro- 
ducers relying on feed progrtuns and the possible impact on normal 
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marketing of livestock. !□ this light, USDA feels that such author- 
ity should be discretionary rather thfui mandatory. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, there is sufficient legislative au- 
thority to implement viable emergency livestock feed programs 
that can best fit the needs of el^ble livestock producers. We feel 
that enactment of H.R. 3081 will not only significantly delay the 
implementation of the Livestock Feed Programs in a time of need, 
but will also greatly and unnecessarily increase the cost of the pro- 
gram. 

We do not feel it is necessary or desirable to consolidate the stat^ 
utory authority for these mtaiy programs nor do we find it would 
improve them in any way. 

Therefore, the Department of Agriculture opposes the enactment 
ofH.R. 3081. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I will conclude my statement and be 
happy to answer any questions that you Emd the committee might 
have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Duff appears at the conclusion of 
the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Newcomb, are you here to help answer ques- 
tions? 

Mr. Duff. Yes, sir. Jerry is here for questions. 

Mr. Stenholm. Would you state for the record your name and 
position, please? 

Mr, Newcomb. Yes. Jerry Newcomb, Director of Emergency Op- 
erations and Livestock Programs, Division of ASCS. 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Stallings. 

Mr. Stallings. Mr. Duff, I am intrigued with your comments, 
but not surprised by the opposition of the Department of ^ricul- 
ture toward this legislation. 

You know, you stated that USDA's current program authority 
for emergency livestock feed assistance is adequate. We were told 
the same thing back in 1985 and again in 1986, Euid we are hearii^ 
it again today. 

You disagree with the conclusion of the GAO study which says 
that H.R. 3081 would have vastly improved USDA's ability to deal 
with emergency livestock feed? 

Mr. Duff. Yes, we do. 

Mr. Stallings. You disagree with that? 

Mr. Duff. We do. 

Mr. Stalungs. Ceui you give us some reasons as to why? 

Mr. Duff. The legislative langueige in the crafting of the bill is 
very clumsy. When you look at provisions that set the 30-percent 
loss level, you find that it is not even necessary, as worded in the 
bill, to have a loss, only that you have an inability to obtain 
through your own resources feed that suits your operation. 

Those sort of problems throughout the bill would make it almost 
unworkable. We find that many of the programs that are encom- 
passed in H.R. 3081 are confused with programs that the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture does not ourently have authorization over. 
Most of these are under FEMA, the Federtd Emei^ency Manage- 
ment Agency. 
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There ie no need to have, as stated in aome of the materials that 
were passed out at the beginning of the hearing, Presidential au- 
thorization to implement the programs that the Department has. 

Our programs, particularly the Emergency Feed Program, are fdl 
locally-generated, and our tum-around time right now from date of 
application to actual implementation and granting of aBsistance is 
just under 17 days. Under H.R. 3081, that could not happen until 
at least 25 days after the Giovemor makes the request. That ig- 
nores the time [>eriod between when the local producers make the 
request to the Governor. 

Mr. Stallings. So, in your opinion, what we have currently on 
the books is working and working well and addressing the prob- 
lems when we have a drought? 

Mr. Duff. Certainly, what is on the books now has the potential 
to work and work well, beised on administration and timely appli- 
cation. 

Mr. Stalungs. It has the potential. Why is it not working well, 
then? 

Mr. Duff. Prior to 1977, we did not have some of the authority 
that we have now. Those who experienced some of the droughts 
that we had in the lOTO's remember some of the problems. These 
were inherent with the inability to provide different types of CCC 

The 1977 authority changed some of that. During the 1986 
drought in the Southeast, the Secretary opened up a wide-rai^e of 
options that he hfis, to people in the Southeast as well as incorpo- 
rating the ones that FEMA and the other emergency management 
agencies have. 

Mr. Stallings. So, it has been working well since 1977? Is that 
your conclusion? 

Mr. Duff. Well, certainly, any time you have a program that is 
related to an emergency, there is a fact that people do not often 
understand. That is, we have quarantine provisions that we have to 
abide by. You cannot trfinsport feed from one area that does not 
have a drought but haa infestations of insects, like fire ants and 
different things, to areas that do not. 

Sometimes, these other regulatory glitches come up that provide 
some delays. R^ht now, as Secretary Lyng has administers these 
programs, we have continually fine-tuned to cut down on our re- 
sponse time. We are at the point now, as I mentioned before, where 
we are under 17 days from start to actual finish. 

Mr. Stallings. That intrigues me because I am aware of two 
areas of drought. One we had in Georgia a year ago, wtis it not? 

Mr. Stenholm. Three years ago. 

Mr. Stallings. Three years ago, and it seemed to me that we 
spent — in fact, we had to push through emergency legislation to get 
the USDA to act in that in a timely feishion. In fact, it was still a 
problem that continued to fester until Congress forced, if you 
please, the USDA to respond. 

I know the drought we had here in Idaho this last year still has 
some problems Ungering because of a variety of reasons, but I am 
intrigued with the 17-day response time because we were told, es- 
sentially, that there would be a response until some Euiimals Eictu- 
ally die. 
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I find that an interesting way to operate emergency feed opeiv 
ations. 

Mr. Duff. Well, Mr. Stallings, I do not ever recall, when I was 
working with the House Agriculture Committee during the 1986 
drought hearing anybody from the Department say that we re- 
quire a sacrificial animal, if you will, in order to implement some 
pFf^ams. 

Ijrought is very difficult, even for local officials, to determine 
when help is needed. The Secretary formed in March 1 of this year 
a Drought Task Force. I sit on that task force. We have been moni- 
toring the situation nationwide. EXren before a drought really exist- 
ed, the potential for a drought existed, and we have had people 
monitoring this situation and having meetings regularly. 

As you know from traveling throughout Idaho, you can see that 
some areas are worse off than others. It is very diincult to adminis- 
ter pro-ams in a broad way and determine successfully in the 
most efficient manner when to implement these programs, because 
you have pockets of problems that are worse off than others. 

We find that help from the local level really increases our ability 
to provide assistance and as local producers interact with their 
ASC committees, cmd the administrative hoops EU'e followed, we 
can adequately provide assistance. 

Mr. Stallings. I see. Thank you. 

A couple other questions, Mr. Chairman, then I will end this. 

If the USDA has a choice of using EFAP or EFP or opening con- 
servation lands for grazing, what criteria would USDA use in 
choosing an alternative to use? 

Mr. Duff. Right now, producers choose which alternative they 
like more than anythii^. Of the EFP and EFAP programs, far and 
away more producers choose the Emergency Feed Program, where 
they can receive generic certificates and buy the type of feed that 
they desire, be it hay or grain, and either cash in the certificates or 
redeem them for CCX? commodities. 

This provides them with much more flexibility in what they do. 
We still have EFAP in place, but over the last 3 years, we have 
only had four States where any producers requested EFAP assist- 
ance, and this year, only one oi those four States is requesting 
EFAP assistance. 

To date, we have, under EFP, given out over $28 million this 
fiscal year in EFP livestock disaster assistance funding. So, the pro- 
ducers pretty much do the choosing. 

Mr. Callings. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Du^, are there seven prc^ams currently au- 
thorized for emergency drought situations? 

Mr. Duff. Yes. 

Mr. Stenholm. Nothing in this bill changes that? 

Mr. DuFP. Five of the pn^rams are in place. The livestock trans- 
portetion and the hay transportation, our current authority for 
that is with FEMA, not with tne Department. 

Mr. Stenholm. Yes, but as far as the Federal Government is con- 
cerned, all seven programs can be implemented under ceiiain con- 
ditions? 

Mr. Duff. Yes, sir. The President has, as you know, authority to 
do anytMng within his power to protect life and property. 
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Mr. Stenholm. I think, for the record, it is very important that 
we not leave the impression that the legislation being discussed 
today adds progrfmiB. 

Mr. Duff. Well, to the Department of Agriculture, it adds pro- 
grams. 

Mr. Stenholm. Well, again, the Department's ai^ument is not 
consistent. However, I happen to agree with you when you say, in 
certain instances, the E)epartment has the authority to move 
quicker, and that, I believe, is the intent of this legislation. 

If the program is there and it is going to be utilized, we need to 
move quickly when there is an emergency situation. That is the 
purpose of the legislation as I read it. Maybe not perfectly drafted 
today, but it is designed to allow all seven pr<^amB to be imple- 
mented quicker. 

Now, whether or not they should be under the Department of 
Agriculture is debatable. 

What is the process that we go through in order to implement all 
seven programs? 

Mr. Newcomb. I will begin with the Emergency Feed Program 
and the Emergency Feed Assistance Prc^am. 

These two programs are initiated by a request from the local 
ASCS office. They start getting requests from their local producers 
coming in saying they are having trouble with shortage of feed. 
The ASCS office substantiates that there is a natural disaster in 
the county that has reduced feed supplies. They make a recommen- 
dation to the State ASC committee. The State concurs with the rec- 
ommendation, they send it in to the deputy administrator State 
and county operations for ASCS. 

In the case of the Emergency Feed Program, if he concurs with 
the county committee, he can approve it, and that is the progreim 
that we have had the 17-day turn-around on. In the case of the 
Emergency Feed Assistance Program, the 1949 act provides for sell- 
ing CCC-owned grain at a discount, emd we have to have the Secre- 
tary's determination to implement. As soon as we get that, then we 
immediately notify the county office. 

On the — let me mark these down as I go through so I don't miss 
any of them. 

The Crash Feed Grain Donation Program emd the Herd Preser- 
vation Donation Pribram, these two pri^rams are prt^rams where 
we donate CCC-owned grain. We implement these programs with a 
Presidential determination that there has been a major disaster. 

The Secretary can implement these when requested by the Gov- 
ernor. The Crash Donation Program is the type where the cattle 
are dispersed. We cannot find die owners. We, in fact, donate the 
grain te an individual who has concern enough to go in and feed 
those cattle till they can be sorted out and be returned to their 
owners. 

The Secretary can do this, in fact, the last time we used that pro- 
gram WEis the Teton Dam episode. 

The Herd Preservation Donation Program is the same type of a 
disaster, except that the producer has been so hurt by the disaster 
that he cannot financiadly go out and purchase livestock feed. In 
that case, we donate the grain to the producer until such time as 
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he has eufficient feed again growing on his place, or can financially 
go out and purchase his own feed. 

The Hay Transportation Assistance Program and the Cattle 
Transportation Assistance , Program, those two programs are re- 
quested by the Governor. In the past, we have not always operated 
those programs. In fact, the only time we did operate them was in 
1976. It was under a mission assignment from FEMA in Presiden- 
tial declared disaster areas. 

The reason we did it at that time was because the only authority 
we had on the books weis the 1949 act, and in November 1976, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation ran out of livestock feeds. So, those 
two programs were put in tempor£u^ly until the 1977 act imple- 
mented the food cost-sharing program. 

I believe I have covered all the programs. 

Mr. Stenholm. If I understood your testimony, it is the judgment 
of the Department that it would not be helpful to have these multi- 
ple programs under the direction of the Secretary of Agriculture? 

Mr. Duff. Yes. 

Mr. Stenholm. You would rather have them in the manner in 
which they are today? 

Mr. Duff. Yes. 

Mr. Stenholm. In the area of eligibility, you stated opposition to 
the 30-percent loss. We now have 40 percent. Is the 40-percent 
threshold correct? 

Mr. Duff. Yes, sir. 

We feel that 40 is a good enough figure. Normed fluctuation can 
be up to 28 percent. We do not consider the 30 percent, within 2 
percent of normal, to be a disaster, and 40 percent of all the losses, 
including pfisture and feed grains on the farm, is an adequate loss 
level to be equitable. 

Mr. Stenholm. The decision has been made as of today, that no 
grazing shall be allowed during 5 speciiied months. 

The decision waa made, in a timely fashion, that haying could 
occur during the remaining 7 months in every State that has re- 
quested it. 

Mr. Duff. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Stenholm. But in .the ceise of grazing, no requests have been 
granted at this time. 

I asked the question yesterday of the Drought Task Force, as to 
whether or not the Secretary has the flexibility for 1 month exten- 
sions for emergency reasons. Is it mandatory under law in your in- 
terpretation that you have got to go 5 months or nothing? 

Mr. Duff. Mr. Stenholm, one of the nicest things ever said to me 
was by a hay grower from Homedale, Idaho, he said, "You are not 
a big city lawyer, are you?" I will have to plead \gnorance. We 
could provide that information to you, whether the Secretary has 
that authority or not. 

Mr. Stenholm. That is fine. I did not know if you had a chance 
to get one of those big city lawyers to give you an opinion. 

Mr. Duff. Well, we discussed before coming haying and grazing, 
but we did not discuss breaking up the grazing time. 

Mr. Stenholm. The reason I make that pwint is because I think 
therein is one of the areas that we might want to consider chang- 
ing the law especially if you do not have that flexibility. 
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That is one of the weaknesses of the prt^tram that you have got 
to administer nationally. At the same time, I think some times this 
becomes an excuse, Emd as we have looked now at both this bill and 
other related activities, it seems that that flexibility would get 
around one of the objections that the Department has had to open- 
ing up grazing during the 5 months. That concern being the possi- 
ble abuse of the program. 

The example was given in Michigan that if, in fact, you had al- 
lowed grazing in Michigan, that farmers there would have planted 
their CU eicreages to grass and then would have taken the land 
that normally went into hay and pleinted beana. 

However, that is not the intent of the program as legislated by 
the Congress. But, if, in fact, they had a legitimate drought and 
you could allow county ASC committees to have the flexibility to 
greuit a 1 month extension. That is one example of the kind of 
flexibility that I see in the legislation that Richard has offered. 

I think what Richard is trying to provide is more flexibility while 
at the same time see that we do not open up Psindora's box. How- 
ever, I hope everybody in agriculture understands that we have got 
just so much money in the agricultural budget. 

That is not what we are talking about. What we EU'e talking 
about is a program designed to help people in times of dire need. 

Mr. Duff. Well, Mr. Stenholm, we certainly do not have any ob- 
jections with the concept of providing timely assistance Emd 
streamlining government anywhere we can. That has been the 
theme of this administration from the beginning, and certainly we 
follow through on that. 

But we were asked to analyze the bill as drafted and as drafted, 
there is certainly a lot of holes in it that allow us to be hindered in 
our efforts in that manner. 

We could provide responses. I am sure Deputy Meyers and a few 
folks will be glad to share their opinion with you on this haying 
and grazing issue. 

One of the issues that we are particularly concerned with as 
rfused by H.R. 3081 is the competition with nonprogram crops, and, 
for instance, in Idaho, there is, eis I mentioned, the record hay 
stocks. There is an incentive in this bill tq buy cheap, out of State, 
feed and have it brought in. 

You know, for years we prayed that the Soviet Union has a grain 
crop failure so we can sell more product and make a profit, euid in 
that similar vein, certfdnly, hay producers and people that can get 
a crop in in a drought area deserve the extra benefit that comes 
with that. 

Mr. Stbnholu. I certainly do not disagree with that. That is one 
of the areas that creates problems for not only you but for this 
committee. 

Mr. Duff. If we might, Mr. Chairman, Jerry wants to address 
your ACR statement. 

Mr. Nbwcomb. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

One of the thin^ that we do require in the county that has been 
approved for E^AP, the Emergency Feed Assistance Program and 
the EFP, is that the producer that is a program participant under 
the Wheat and Feed Grain Programs must make arrangements 
with the county committee to go in and hay and graze his own 
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ACR and CU. We require that he go in and take the crop off his 
ACR £uid CU up to the amount that he would normally require to 
get his cattle through the end of the feeding period. 

This addresses this emergency haying and grazing issue to some 
extent. 

Mr. Stknholm. Richard, do you have any other questions? 

[No response.] 

Mr. Stknholm. We could cany on a discussion with you for an- 
other 30 minutes but we have other witnesses. 

Thank you for being here and testifying today. 

Mr. Duff, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Stenholm. Next witness, the Honorable John Peavey, sena- 
tor, Idaho State senate, from Carey, Idaho. 

Thank you for being here today. Senator Peavey. 

STATEMENT OF JOHN T. PEAVEY, SENATOR, IDAHO STATE 
SENATE 

Mr. Peavey. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Stallings, and mem- 
bers of the audience, fellow farmers, I Eun happy to come and testi- 
fy for this bill. 

I think that it is really very, very needed. We have had a 
drought the last year. This is the second year. Last year, some time 
in June, the USDA sent a team of so-called experts out here and 
the day they arrived in Bleiine County, it started to rain and it 
rained, I thmk, every day they were here tmd we did not hear a 
thing from them after they left Eind went back to Washington. 

We took them out to the Fish Creek Reservoir at that time and 
anybody, it would not have to have been George Washington, could 
have thrown a silver dollar across that reservoir and not gotten 
that dollar wet. That was last year, and this year is far worse. 

As a result, we have had some rains this spring, and the ranges 
do look good right now, but it is a long time until winter, and it 
could be a very, very tough winter. When Mother Nature changes 
her mind, sometimes she does it with a vengecmce. It could be a 
long, dry spell followed by a real record-setting winter, at which 
time we will need a lot of extra hay, I am sure. 

One of the things that has happened in this part of Idaho is that 
the farmers in the Richfield, North Shoshone and part of Blaine 
County were extremely short of water last fall, so the fields of hay, 
and the alfalfa plants, are very weak. They did not get water last 
fall as they norm£illy do. They went into the winter very dry and 
came out the same way this spring, eind the irrigation water is 
going to be much, much shorter this year than it was last year. 

So, I imagine that there are going to be many, msuiy operations 
that will not b^in to cut half of the forage that they normally cut 
and need very much. So, we do need something that will stimulate, 
I think, obviously a very reluctant USDA to help people who really 
need help. 

We have gone through an incredible crisis in agriculture, and 
there is a perception out there, you know, you can debate pro smd 
con, whether the crisis is over or not. I have pretty strong feelings 
that with the present situation of the Free Trade, and the agree- 
ments we are getting into with CEUiada and the Third World and 
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all over, that our commodity prices may not bounce back as much 
as we would like. 

So, I want to be on the record supporting this l^islation and 
think it is very needed. I do not want to take too much time. I 
know there is a lot of interest. I would emswer any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Peavey appears at the conclusion 
of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you, senator. 

Richard. 

Mr. Peavey. I have a copy of a printed statement that I will 
leave you with that I would like to have in the record. 

Mr. Stenholm. Without objection, your entire statement will be 
made a part of the record. 

Mr. Stallings. Senator, in your opinion, is USDA responding to 
the drought needs in areas of your legislative district that are suf- 
fering this drought? 

Mr. Peavey. Well, Congressman, from the experience we had Isist 
year, it was clearly a drought. You know, the fact that you get a 
heilf inch of rain some time in June does not break a winter cycle 
where there is very, very little snow, and I expected them to do 
something last year to help the ranchers and farmers, but they did 
not. 

I think anything you can do to build a fire under them will cer- 
tainly be appreciated. 

Mr. Stalungs. Mr. Chairman, I have no other questions. 

Mr. Stenholm. I have no questions either, senator. 

Thank you for taking time to be with us tonight. We appreciate 
your input. 

Next, Mr. Dick Rush, director, Idaho State Department of Agri- 
culture, Boise, Idaho. 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD R. RUSH, DIRECTOR, IDAHO 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. Rush. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stallings. I ap- 
preciate your being here in Idaho, and also I bring greeting from 
Governor Andrus, who could not be here tonight, but wanted me to 
be sure and thank you for coming out. 

We think we have some of the finest people in the world in this 
area and certainly right in this room, so I am glad you came out to 
visit some of them. ^ - - 

I will assure the producers in the room that like all stock from 
Texas, we checked Mr. Stanholm out very closely. There is no bru- 
cellosis, a few noxious weeds, but we think we got those taken care 
of. 

But, any rate, it is nice to have you here. 

I previously commented on this bill, I think, at the request of 
Mr. Stallings in February, and at that time, I mentioned that I 
supported that bill. It enables the Governor to request emergency 
feed assistance for livestock in the event of any natural disaster. 

It also consolidates, and I think this is the hefirt of the bill that 
you are tadking about, the USDA emei^ency feed programs into 
one program, and it would make, I think, for much better coordina- 
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tiOD, a lot quicker response, and to give us the assistance that we 
need. 

You know, after reading this bill and doing a little research on it 
with my staff that we have in our depsu^ment, we found that there 
is much broader authority in this bill and, again, there is nothing 
new in this bill, but there is much broader authority avedlable 
r^ht now than we knew about, at least at the State level. I would 
guess even some of the Federal officials here at the State would 
find that there are some prt^ama there that they yere not famil- 
iar with. 

So, at any rate, bringing those tt^ether into 1 complete list, I 
think, is very helpful, and I am not going to comment on those pro- 
grama. I think USDA has just commented and criticized some of 
their programs that were there. I am not — since we are not talking 
about the programs— just how to consolidate them, we are not 
reeilly talkii^ about the individual ones, but as Senator Peavey 
said, and he is out there trying to ranch in this kind of environ- 
ment, we are in our second year of drought in Idfiho. 

It is spotty. It is hard to deal with. It is hard to find things that 
we can do, but I have been directly involved in this experience of 
requesting disaster and emergency benefits from USDA for our 
producers, and I can tell you the current USDA system is very con- 
fusing. It is cumbersome, emd it is slow to action. 

I want to be sure to be fair. I want to acknowledge the coopera- 
tion that we have received from the USDA county emd State offi- 
cifds in monitoring local conditions and preparing the necessary 
damage assessment report. I think they have done a very good job. 

However, I do not think these good intentions can overcome the 
lack of enthusiasm from the Federal officials in Washington, D.C., 
for these programs, said I can also tell you, and those of you that 
have been involved in these programs, that without involvement 
from Governors, which certainly has been the case here in Idaho, 
without constfmt attention from offices like mine and from con- 
gressional offices, and that cuts the party's spectrum, eill of our 
congressional offices have been very active in tryii^ to get these 
things going. 

Congressman Stallings certainly has been one of those, but with- 
out that, it is our impression anyway that USDA pays very little 
attention to requests from the county and State ASCS committees 
for emergency assistance. I think Senator Peavey talked about how 
that happened in his area. 

Even with letters from the Governor and county officials, the re- 
sponse seems to be very slow. More alarming. Federal ASCS offi- 
cials on the county and State level do not have a clear understand- 
ing of the benefits available and the procedure to make application 
for these benefits. 

The reason for this, in my opinion, is that there is not currently 
any clear guideline established by USDA for emergency assistance, 
and the most important aspect of H.R. 3081 and the chairman men- 
tioned that, is that it clearly explains the benefits available. It pro- 
vides a simple £md clear procedure for making application, and it 
mandates a timely response from USDA for approval or rejection 
of the request. 
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Let me give you some examples of the confusion in the current 
program, and, again, I am no expert in this, I just had to go 
through it for the last 2 years. 

Currently, there are two separate disaster assistfmce systems 
within USDA, at least I think ^ere are. The first is for assistance 
from the Farmers Home Administration. This request for low-inter- 
est emergency loans can only be initiated by the Governor, and 
there is some question on that, but that is the ruling we got at 
least from the State here. 

The second fe for ASCS assistance, and those are the prt^rams 
we are talking about today. That includes, besides what we have 
talked about, emergency conservation, ECP, and annual conserva- 
tion, ACP programs, and emergency livestock assistance programs 
that are included in H.R. 3081. 

It has been my experience that some local ASCS, SCS and Farm- 
ers Home officials are confused on the difference between the two. 
County commissioners have even less understanding, and that is 
not a criticism. The information just is not there, and they often 
request the Governor for assistance when the request should more 
properly go to the State ASCS committee for further action. 

Earlier this year, I took it upon myself to write to all county 
commissioners in the State outlining the various USDA programs 
and the procedures for application, but in at least one county, the 
USDA Emergency Committee recommended to the commissioners 
that the emei^ency request be sent to the Governor when it could 
have gone directly to the State ASCS ofHcials. 

Another weeikness of the current system is the long delay in ap- 
proving disaster relief, particularly with Farmers Home emergen<^ 
loans. That is a little different, but I think all of this ties together 
and it is important to talk about it while we have the opportunity, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The Governor submitted, for instance, disaster requests for 14 
counties last year. Five of those 1987 requests were finally ap- 
proved in March of this year. At the same time, new requests were 
being prepared for the 1988 drought. This process is very confusing 
for the county and State officials, attempting to manage the pro- 
gram, but, more importantly, it is confusing to the producers. "Hiey 
do not know what is happening. 

I realize this subcommittee may not have primary jurisdiction 
over some of these disaster programs, but I hope to leave with you 
an overall picture of how these programs are currently implement- 
ed and some suggestions for improvement. 

Let me assure you that I shared these same views with USDA 
ofHcieils. In fact, ASCS Administrator Milton Hertz toured some of 
our more seriously-affected areas earlier this month, at the request 
of Senator McGlure, I might add, and because of the same problems 
that he noticed, that Congressman Stallings is talking about today, 
he did assure us that ASCS has taken steps to streandine euid expe- 
dite its disaster declaration and system procedure. 

By the way, he is a very nice man. I think he was honestly sin- 
cere about tiying to do that, and I really applaud those efforts, but 
I believe, unless we see different, I believe pressure is still needed 
from the Congress to ensure that emergency assistance is not too 
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little and too late, which I think has been more often than not the 
case in the past. 

I also thmk USDA does need that input from the State level 
rather than making most of those decisions in Washington, D.C. 

In conclusion, I would like to thank you for your willingness to 
examine this program. Governor Andrus eis well as I support this 
legislation and other efforts that may be underway to coordinate 
and improve all of USDA's natural disaster assistance programs. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared stotement of Mr. Rush appears at the conclusion 
of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you. 

Mr. StallingB. 

Mr. Stallings. You said in your testimony, Mr. Rush, that you 
applied for the disaster declaration or you made application for dis- 
aster status, and how long did that take for it to be finally ap- 
proved? 

Mr. Rush. Well, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Stellings, the one I think 
I referred to is Farmers Home Administration, which is a little dif- 
ferent than what you are talking about here, but there is great 
confusion between that program, which allows for emergency 
Farmers Home loans, which, incidentally, you do not get at a much 
lower interest rate, you have to meet all the same requirements to 
apply for it, you have to have crop insurance, which means even 
when you go through all the work of getting them, it does not 
mean anything, but, at any rate, that is the one I talked about that 
takes 13 months. 

But, in the meantime, farmers, when that is applied for, are as- 
suming that that also means all these other projects, and the fact 
of the matter is the concentration is more often on those Farmers 
Home loem decl£u*ations than the kinds of pri^rams that we are 
talking about. 

In me livestock and the crop programs, there are some tools 
there that you can help eliminate or at least reduce some of the 
disaster problems ahead of time rather than just letting the disas- 
ter go its course and then trying to give out a few Farmers Home 
emergency loans at the other end. 

We think that that Is the area that these programs that, if used 
a little differently, would be extremely helpful to the people in this 
State. 

Mr. Stalungs. The gentleman from USDA testified that they 
felt under existing programs, they could move emergency assist- 
ance in a very timely fashion; 17 days, I believe, was the statement. 

My experience in the congressional office has been a large 
number of calls with a great deal of frustratioti that It has taken 
much longer than that. 

What has been your perspective? 

Mr. Rush. Well, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Stallings, my experience 
has been exactly the same, and I will say one thing, that I think 
this year, in fact, in the last 2 weeks, after Mr. Hertz was here, in 
fact, the day he arrived, interestingly, one of the things that had 
been applied for by Canyon County in Southwestern Idaho was ap- 
proved in the manner that USDA discussed. It was done by AS(^ 



88-327 - f 



.bv Google 



without going through the Governor or anything else, and that was 
very timely. 

But, frankly, that is the first time I have seen one that I thought 
was timely. So, I will agree with him that the procedure is in place 
to speed that up. My experience has been it is slower when USDA 
only is involved than when State officials are involved, 

"me other thing is the State emergency committees that the 
USDA officials were discussing are USDA officials. It ia very, very 
difficult for them to call their boss and say, get on the b^l, you 
know, we need more information, we need more progreims. It is just 
very cumbersome for those people, and as I said, I compliment 
them because they have been very sincere about trying to get these 
things done. 

Since I do not work for USDA, you do not, the Governor does 
not, we do not tend to be quite as bashful about tellii^ them that 
we need immediate help. 

Mr. Stallings. Thank you, Mr. Rush. 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Rush, what are some of the criteria that you 
would like to see the Governor of Texas go throi^h before he could 
make an application for emergency feed assistance for Texas, 
which Idahoans would have to help pay for? 

Mr. Rush. Mr. Cheiirman, I understand that Mr. Hightower ia al- 
ready putting your Governor through all the hoops that he wants 
to go through right now, but, at any rate, I think, seriously, more 
than anything, it ia just a clear description as written in your bill 
of exactly what the programs are, exactly what you do one, two, 
three, that all the ASCS officials, the Farmers Home officials, the 
county commissioners, the Governor, people in my department, ev- 
erybody there could look at the same document and say, this is the 
procedure we go through, and, again, your bill only speaks to part 
of that because your subcommittee is speaking solely to livestock. 

But I would like that to be recommended maybe to the other sub- 
committees as well, but I think what would help more than any- 
thing, is for us to know what the prc^rams are and how in the 
heck to apply for them and then have some good solid information 
on how long we can expect an Einswer to be forthcomii^. 

We do recognize that there is limited dollars, and I try and do 
my share of letting people know that, as I said on the Farmers 
Home loan, I try eind let them know that— do not expect a b^ 
windfall here and the cattle producers, I do not think they want to 
expect a big windfeill if they have a drought. 

But there is not sufficient money, but I think at least our produc- 
ers should have the opportunity to make application and, r^ht 
now, there are programs, I am sure even in Texas, that often are 
not even considered because people just do not understand them or 
be aware of them. * 

Mr. Stenholm, From your experience here in Idaho, what is the 
best determination of eligibility. 

Mr. Rush. Well, Mr, ChairmEm, I think what should occur is 
what often already is occurring at the local level, so Stote commit- 
tees or those county committees that we discussed need to do an 
assessment of what the problem is in their particular area. They 
have the expertise even in one Stete, in your Stete — is it still 
larger than Idaho? I think a little. Your Stete may have 
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Mr. Stenholm. My district is not £is big eis Richard's. 

Mr. Rush. But your State, I know, has more counties than Idaho, 
I think, and it is a huge State, like our State, even a Governor that 
is veiy close on the ground, is not as close as the county officials. 

Both the Federal officials and the county commissioners, and in 
our State, and I would recommend in Texas, that before anjrthing 
is done, that those officials, both the Federal and the county, make 
a decision that whatever disaster requirement is being asked for, is 
handled — is passed on to the Governor. 

I think that is done fairly well in Texas — in Idaho, and I would 
guess it is done fairly well in Texas, but I think that is the criteria. 
Anything the Governor does in this State, and 1 would think Texas, 
he will not ask for assistance until those comity commissioners 
have asked for it and there is a good procedure. 

I am having a little trouble answerii^ your question about 
Texas, but let me tell you what happened in our State after that 
point last year. One response we got from USDA was when we 
were concern^ last year about reservoir storage, that it looked 
like Lake Pend Oreille v/as completely full. 

Now, you do not realize that Lake Pend Oreille is 450 miles 
north, almost on the Canadian border. It is not em irr^ated area. 
The water is not used for irrigation. That is the kind of response 
that just kind of blows us away. 

The other request we have had this year in Qmyon County, 
which is in the southwestern part of the State, which grows very 
hi^h-value crops, and these are some of the crops that are grown 
right in this area, with seed crops and so forth. We were asking 
under the Emergency Conservation Prc^am that those loan pro- 
grams that are now available to drill wells, for instance, for live- 
stock, which is a good program, also be made available for orchards 
and for vineyards, that they be made available for some other h^h- 
value crops, like hops, like mint, like some of the seed com, very 
high-value, that if you lose those markets or if you lose the crop, 
you have lost tremendous dollars. 

One of the responses we got was, gosh, we did not even do that in 
Georgia. The problem is, we did not drill wells for people there. 
The problem is, deorgia does not irrigate, and I think if USDA 
would rely even more on their own employees in those counties at 
the Federal level, we all recognize there is not enough money and 
you just «mnot spend money for everything, but that probably 
would have been the one thing that we needed last year more than 
anything. 

in the livestock area, they allowed those monies. We got very 
good rains in most parts of the State. The remges came back. They 
had money sitting Uiere to drill livestock wells and nobody applied 
for it or very few people because it turned out not to be needed, 
and the same officieils in those counties saying, but, if we could just 
use them for these guys that their mint crop is going under and 
those kinds of things. 

So, the request, I would say, is the Governor should rely on his 
county people and then, once tiiey have agreed to the — that he has 
agreed with them and has proper documentation from them, that 
he make sure that the Federal agencies comply with those re- 
quests. 
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Mr. Stenholm. Thank you ven' much, Mr. Rush. 
Next, Mr. Calvin Payne and Mr. Bob Ohlensehlen. 
First, we will hear from Mr. Calvin Payne, instructor, depart- 
ment of agriculture, CoU^^ of Southern Idaho. 
Welcome. 

STATEMENT OF CALVIN R. PAYNE, INSTEUCTOE, DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE, COLLEGE OF SOUTHERN IDAHO 

Mr. Payne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Stallings. 

In response to the letter that I received concerning the H.R. 3081 
bill, and as an area livestock producer and an instructor at the Col- 
lege of Southern Idaho, I would like to say that I am in support of 
the bill and excited to see this emei^ency assistance bill process 
speed up even more. 

I have several brief questions about the bill. One of them was, is 
there any way that the time lafse on the determination of emer- 
gency cein be expedited. Another question is, who is going to deter- 
mine whether or not a feed has adequate nutrient value aad will 
this slow the process down einy. 

The third question I had is, at what point will the farmer or 
rancher be deemed financially unable to purchase feed. These are 
all questions that return to the expediency of the problem. 

I hope that our support here will be of great assistance to the 
Congressmen in getting this bill passed. I thank the Congressmen 
for their support of the agriculture industry, and this is a bill that 
is greatly needed in our area. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you. 

Next, Mr. Bob Ohlensehlen, president, Idaho Association of 
Coimty Agriculturtd Agents, Jerome, Idaho. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. OHLENSEHLEN, JEROME COUNTY 
EXTENSION AGENT, UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO 

Mr. Ohlensehlen. Mr. Chfiirman and Mr. Stallings. 

The intent of the bill to consolidate several existing emergency 
food programs into one will be of value to the producers by simpli- 
fying the accessibility of the producers to an Emergency lavestock 
Feed Assistance Program. 

Further, benefits of Uie proposed legislation include the provision 
which will allow the Governor of an individual State to request 
that the Secretary of Agriculture declare a state of emergency. Al- 
lowing the Governor to submit the request to the Secreta^ of Agri- 
culture will allow more local input on the crisis situation. 

This procedure, coupled with requirements for a timely response 
from the Secretary of Agriculture, will help to ensure tiiat assist- 
ance for livestock producers will be av£iilable before it is too late to 
be of value. 

Simplifying the procedure for makirig a request for a declaration 
of emergency and the timely availability of assistance is critical. 
All too often, such programs provide assistance too late due to time 
requirements for approval and implementation of such programs. 

The provisions of^the bill in section 2 provide for a wide-range of 
potential disasters which could trigger the availabiUty of assistence 
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to producers in need. These provisions do not clarify, however, the 
shortage of stock drinking water on rangelands would be one of the 
crises that would be covered. 

In item 3, section 3, which deals with the State emei^ency board, 
includes representation of USDA agencies that are found within 
the State with exception of the Cooperative Extension Service. The 
Extension Service has individuals who are highly trained in live- 
stock nutrition and production of forages. 

The other USDA agencies listed in this section do not have this 
type of training eis a requirement for employment in these agen- 
cies. 

In many cases, the other Eigencies lack personnel having the 
level of expertise and training in production agriculture to accu- 
rately assess the situations that may occur. 

There is need for an extension personnel to serve as a source of 
highly-technical input into the nature of the crisis and provide 
input as to the best possible methods of addressing that crisis 
within the pn^reims that are available. 

Such an example of this input was the Extension Service's ability 
to react to a crisis in 1985, when we had the grasshopper sprang 
program. The prc^am, the spray program, rested on the AFUS, 
USDA. In the State of Idaho, we had one employee in AFUS. 
During that period of time, we sprayed 6 million acres, and the re- 
sponsibility was given to the Extension Service personnel in the 
counties to work with and organize local producers in order to 
enable this program to come off successfully. 

Within a matter of a 6-week period, here in the M^c Valley 
area alone, millions of acres were sprayed due to the cooperation 
between producers and the local extension personnel. 

Our Extension Service personnel work with a broad spectrum of 
producers in the counties and have the capability of collectii^ 
much of the data that may be required for submission for our re- 
quest for emergency. In addition to the collection of the data, their 
technic£d background will allow them to help to cmetlyze the situa- 
tion and provide input on possible solutions. 

Section 4 addresses the conditions of eligibility to qualify for 
emergency livestock feed assistance. A m^or concern with this sec- 
tion, as I read through it, was how the loss of feed on the rai^e 
situation, specifically private ranges, BLM, Forest Service ranges, 
how those would qualify for eligibility. 

Also, a question that remains unanswered is whether the reduc- 
tion of grass would qualify those individuals in such conditions. An 
additioneil concern as it relates to range operations is livestock 
drinking water shortages. 

In many areas, particularly, we are seeii^ this spring, with 
recent spring rains, we have seen some increased forage production 
on the range. However, after 2 to 3 dry years, there is an extreme 
concern about whether the livestock drinking water will be avail- 
able and without that water, the grass does not do a whole lot of 
good for our producers. 

Programs, such as the Emei^ency Conservation Program, provid- 
ed for watering, funding for water systems on remgelands in case of 
emergencies or provide transportation of water to livestock, I was 
left with some questions in my mind after reading throi^h the pro- 
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posed legislation whether those are still dealt with in this piece of 
l^slation. 

Section 5 deals with the actual distribution of feed to qualifying 
producers. I have a couple of concems there. Use of grains from 
CCC stocks may allow — must allow for the use of all types of com- 
modities that are in CCC stocks. Restricting it, say, for example, to 
corn alone would, I feel, would be a problem for us in the western 
States. We do not have the large quantities of corn on CCC com- 
modities that they have in the Midwest, for example. We do have 
some wheat. 

Another concern is utilizing these commodities that are available 
may not necessarily be practical in formulatii^ livestock rations. It 
is pretty tough to take a cow off of pasture and grass and dump 
them on to a 100-percent wheat ration, for example, and that could 
cause some problems. 

I appreciate the opportunity to be here and to share these 
thoughts with you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ohlensehlen appears at the con- 
clusion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you. 

Mr. Stallings. 

Mr. Stallings. Thank you for the comments. I appreciate the 
work that both of you gentlemen have done for the agricultural 
economy here in the Magic Valley. 

How do the county agricultural agents deal with the drought? 1 
mean, the rancher is having problems. What brit^s you into the 
situation? 

Mr. Ohlensehlen. Well, most of the producers that we deal witli 
in this type of situation come to us for advice on what are some 
alternatives, what they can do as far as alternative feeding, formu- 
latii^, for example, a ration that will help to supplement what feed 
they do have available, is primarily the area. 

We do not get too much involved, of course, in the feed assistance 
programs themselves because that is a responsibility of ASCS, and 
we do work with ASCS in those programs. 

Mr. Stallings. Do you get a sense that USDA acts in a timely 
manner on these issues? I mean, you are dealing with the county 
level individual producer. What are you hearing? Again, as I stated 
to the earlier — to Mr. Rush, my office hears the frustration. Maybe 
we are hearing just one or two. 

Mr. Ohlensehlen. My own personeil experience does not lend 
itself to commenting on the feed assistance programs. The only ex- 
perience I have, I guess, in working with USDA on an emergen^' 
program was the grasshopper program, and I feet that the pressure 
from local groups was paramount in its importance in getting that 
program accomplished. USDA did come across, I think, in an admi- 
rable fashion to provide assistance to producers by providing the 
program that they did, but I also know that there were a lot of in- 
dividual producers that spent time in Washington, D.C., urgii^ and 
supporting and trying to get support for that program. 

Mr. Stallings. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Stenholm. Does the Extension Service meet monthly in con- 
junction with your county ASC office personnel? 

Mr. Ohlensehlen. That is true, sir. 
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Mr. StenhouiI. That has not chatted. I know when I was on the 
State ASC committee in Texas that the State director of extension 
met with us on at least 1 of the 3 days that we met. 

Mr. Ohlbnsehlen. R^ht. In looking through the bill, I was kind 
of surprised to see that, you know, omission, I guera, because on 
the county level, we have the county emei^ency committee, which 
is made up of all USDA agencies within the county, and we also 
have that committee on the State level. 

Mr. Stenholm. I think that probably was an oversight in the 
drafting of this l^islation. We have heard that a special State 
emergency board is unnecessary. 

I have read the bill three times while I have been in Idaho, and I 
did not realize until you just stated it that the Extension Service 
was not included within the legislative lai^n^age. 

I think that was an overs^ht. I think your point was very rele- 
vant. 

What can be done to decrease the time lapse on determination of 
drought? 

Mr. Ohlensehlen. I am not sure that I have any solutions. I 
think that the people that are most interested in the drought are 
those people who are most severely Eiffected by that drought. I 
guess the Governor within a State, the secretary of agriculture 
within a State, the department of agriculture, are sensitive to those 
people whom they serve, and I feel that — I feel fairly strongly that 
that loc£il influence that can be exerted by a Governor and depart- 
ment of agriculture within a State which is provided as a provision 
of this proposed legislation, can play an important part of provid- 
ii^ that extra push to get things stirred in Washington. 

Mr. Stenholm. Your point is a very relevant one about adequacy 
of funding, and I think we have already addressed that. 

Any — I want to ask the question of you and then I am going — 
any other panelists that come later, I would appreciate you trying 
to help me with this one, and I preface my remarks by saying that 
as a member of the House Agriculture Committee, when we held a 
hearing in my district, the Conservation and Credit Subcommittee, 
about 3 years ago, during one of our annual droughts, in which at 
that time it was another disaster program, it was cotton, and I 
made the observation to about a 150 of my constituents that if I 
never see imother disaster program, it will be too soon, as a 
Member of Congress, because of the difficulty that I have within 
my own district of handling and dealit^ with disaster programs be- 
cause, invariably, the unfairness occurs within counties, within 
communities, and the manner in which, with the best of adminis- 
tration, that you are able to take a program like we are talkit^ 
about and see that it is fairly administered. 

I shuddered when I read it the next morning in the headlines of 
the Big Spring Herald, what Stenholm had just said, because at 
that time we were hurting and we were there talking about a dis- 
aster program that eventueilly came through and literally saved a 
large number of farmers. 

But the concept of fairness, whether it is hay producers, when 
you get into the grazing question, and all of these questions are 
very relevant to the subject behind this bill, is drawing up criteria 
that is more narrowly focused. 
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I am looking for the answers to the questions that were raised by 
the Department witnesses about the criteria and the difficulty that 
a Secretary of Agriculture hM even where he clearly has the power 
to make a determination in one State and then say no to another 
State or that a Governor will have under this bill of dealing with 
the county ASC committee, Extension Service, Soil Conservation, 
Farmers Home, on the loceil basis, and then spreading out throu^ 
the State of Idaho, in making certain that that criteria is fairly ^■ 
ministered within the confines of a budget. 

Now, I am not sure you can answer that question right now, but 
if you would give a shot at some of the criteria that we need to 
follow on your local level as you deal as the County Extension 
Service, county agent, as well as ASC, and then either trickle up, 
which is what we are suggesting that we are kind of missing some- 
thing between Washington and the grassroots level, any observa- 
tions on that. 

Mr. Ohlensehlen. Yes. I can comment on that. 

1 was involved with our ASCS committee in the dairy diversion 
program, the Dairy Buy Out Program, which, for the most part, 
ASCS has not been actively involv&d in livestock programs over the 
years, and with the recent years, they have become involved. 

Many of our ASCS people do not have extensive livestock experi- 
ence, and I have been involved in those on an advisory capacity, 
and I have found, I have a great deal of respect for the county com- 
mittee, and I do not think that the county committee in Jerome 
County, Idaho, is probably much different than it is in any other 
county across the Nation. 

The people that are elected to serve on the county committee are 
extremely conscientious. They have a tremendous responsibility. If 
we look at the number of dollars that go through many of our 
ASCS offices across the Nation, that is a tremendous responsibili^ 
for five or six people that are selected by their peers in the commu- 
nity to help administer those agricultural programs. 

I feel that those people have done a good job, and I think that 
these discrepancies, the taking advantage of programs, where it 
handled more by those people in the local community, they are 
much tougher on each other in scrutinizing how those dollars are 
spent than many people give them credit for. 

I think they do an excellent job of administering those programs. 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Payne, any comments? 

Mr. Payne. Just as a producer, I would like to say that leist year, 
we suffered drought up in the hills, and this year looks even worse. 
We moved our cattle off of the upper forest ground after only being 
on there for 1 week because of lack of water and had to open the 
gates up and let them go down to the lower reservoirs to water and 
then walk back up to fmd the more lush grass on the higher 
ground. 

Consequently, our weaning weights on our calves last year were 
about 40 pounds l^hter, and, so, we do have concern about these 
programs and how they can be expedited as quickly as possible 
when there is a disaster or trouble. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thsmk you both very much for your testimony, I 
would say I personally agree with you concerning the county elect- 
ed committee system. I think if we did not have it, we would be 
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creating one, and I think that system is what we build on in what- 
ever we do. 

Thank you both for testifying. 

Mr. Ohlensehlen. Thank you. 

Mr. Stenholm. Next, Bill Schroeder, Mike Guerry, Mr. David 
Sargent, Mrs. Vicki Patterson and Mr. Virgil Jennings. 

If you would please take your places at the witness table. 

First Mr. Bill Schroeder, past president, Idaho Cattle Association, 
Boise, Idaho. 

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM R. SCHROEDER, PAST PRESIDENT, 
IDAHO CATTLE ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Schroeder. I have a statement here from the Idaho Cattle 
Association, Mr. Chairman and Representative Stallings. On behalf 
of the Idaho Cattle Association and the 15,000 Idaho families en- 
geiged in the cattle industry, thank you for your interest and for 
providing a convenient opportunity to address H.R. 3081. 

We believe the need for efficient means of Federal assistance to 
those in emergency feed situations is obvious, and as the intent of 
this bill, is highly commendable. 

Upon examination by ICA leaders, however, the following con- 
cerns with this particular bill were identified. Idaho Cattle Associa- 
tion is opposed to unnecessarily diverting the emergency declara- 
tion process to the Governor's office. We believe it is unwise to 
place the economic future of an individueit or group of ranchers in 
the hands of an office that is, by definition, political and partisein 
in nature. 

Our concern would be preference given by a future Idaho Gover- 
nor to those of the same political persuasion, and comparable dis- 
crimination against those of another persuasion. 

Such potential stands in stark contrast to the procedure now in 
the hands of the ASCS specialists at the county level. Placing such 
discretionary power in the hands of a statewide politician, aloi^ 
with H.R. 3081's significant reduction in the level of feed loss nec- 
essary to qualify for assistance, threatens to create a Federal hand- 
out program controlled by the Governor of each State with the U.S. 
taxpayer left to foot the bill. 

The Idaho Cattle Association is certainly bipartisan and ideally 
nonpartisan. We believe that the specter of partisan politics being 
injected into an emergency situation — in which decisions made can 
determine economic survival or ruin of an individual — is too haz- 
ardous to ignore. 

We also oppose the additional bureaucracy created by H.R. 3081 
in the form of its special State emei^ency board. In light of the 
m^or selling point of H.R. 3081, that is, the concept of streamUn- 
ing the procedure for meeting £in emergency, this additional bu- 
reaucracy is self-defeating. 

Mr. Chairman, Representative Stallings, we again commend you 
for your concern and your intentions, and are in general support of 
the same. However, the Idaho Cattle Association cannot support 
this bill in its current form, and we urge the committee to reject 
this particular bill. 
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If I might make a request, Mr. Chairman, it would be that in the 
future, ICA and other farm and Uveetock groups be consulted in 
the initial drafting stage of l^islation that would directly affect 
our industry. 

Again, Mr. Chairmfui, thank you for this opportunity. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you. 

Mike Guerry, Idaho Wool Growers Association, Boise, Idaho. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL A. GUERRY, MEMBER, IDAHO WOOL 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Guerry. Mr. Chairman and Congressman Stallings, I also 
would like to thank you for this opportunity to appear before you 
today. 

My name is Mike Guerry, and I am a rancher and reside in Cast- 
leford, Idaho. I am a member of the Idaho Wool Growers Associa- 
tion, and am presenting this testimony today regarding H.R. 3081, 
the Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Act of 1987, on behalf of 
that association. 

The Idfiho Wool Growers Association is supportive of the concept 
put forth in this proposed legislation. As we all know, natural dis- 
asters often have the capability to destroy a ranching or farmii^ 
operation that has taken a lifetime to develop. 

The adoption of such legislation would provide needed relief in 
times of disaster that would help preserve ranching and farming 
o[>eration5. That, in turn, could help protect and enhance the agri- 
cultural economy that this State depends on as a major contributor 
to its tax base. 

This association also supports and appreciates language in this 
legislation that would require the ^retsuy of Agriculture to act 
expediently in processing any requests for assistance. The legisla- 
tion, however, does not put similar time limits on responding or 
processing requests by the special State emergency board. 

As we know, delays can be experienced at all procedural levels 
developed to channel requests for assistance. Time is of the essence 
in regards to securing feed for livestock with language needed to 
assure any request for assistance will receive prompt attention. 

The creation of the special State emergency board itself is also of 
concern to this association. The responsibility for addressing the ef- 
fects of natural disasters should rest with the local ASCS advisory 
committees. These committees are made up of individuals who are 
themselves knowledgeable of the agricultural community in which 
the natural disaster occurs. 

To help streamline the processii^ of any request for assistance, 
and to help alleviate the possibility of politics becoming involved in 
a time of crisis, the final decision on the State level should be left 
up to the State ASCS director. Let him, after consultation with the 
local ASCS advisory boards, make recommendations to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. 

Another concern regeu'ding this proposed l^islation is the sec- 
tion dealit^ with the hay transport assistance. We appreciate the 
legislation's provisions allowing generous allowances in helping 
cover the cost of transporting hay to the area of need. 
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However, as it is with various s^;ment8 of agriculture, one man's 
disaster is another man's gain. If, as a result of this legislation, hay 
producers were not allowed those special circumstances that result- 
ed in profitable years because hay was secured irom other parts of 
the country at a lower cost, it could lead to a lot^-term reduction 
in available hay supplies in that area. 

In conclusion, the Idaho Wool Growers Association supports the 
concept put forth in H.R. 3081. Any legislation that will help 
negate the effects of a natural disaster is most welcome. The legis- 
lation presented here today, however, should be altered or amend- 
ed to assure a streeimlined process is in place to process those re- 
quests for assistance and, as much as possible, allow relief to be ob- 
tfiined while eissuring other segments of agriculture which the live- 
stock industry depends on will remain viable and help the industry 
themselves. 

Once again, thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stallings, for this op- 
portunity to appear before you today. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you. 

Ms. Vicki Patterson, director of Idaho Dairymen's Association, 
Boise, Idaho. 

STATEMENT OF VICTORIA S. PATTERSON, DIRECTOR. IDAHO 
DAIRYMEN'S ASSOCIATION, INC. 

Ms. Patterson. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Stallings first, I would 
like to welcome Cor^ressman Stenholm to Idaho. If you remember, 
we did try to get you here for the Dairymen's annual meeting 
about 6 years eigo £uid Congress would not allow you to come, but 
we appreciate you talking to the group by phone and givii^ us a 
lot of good information. 

I do not believe that there are many people in this country and 
certainly in this room that would not agree that there axe areas in 
all government that need to be streamlined in an effort to come 
back to the original purpose for which Congress passed the legisla- 
tion creating an agency or program within an agency. 

Emergency livestock feed programs do not escape that descrip- 
tion. 

We commend Coi^ressman Stallii^s' hard efforts to consolidate 
these programs under one agency and to streamline the programs 
in the hopes that the process will be carried out in the most efH- 
cient manner possible. The Congressman has been a key player in 
looking out for Idaho agriculture and is recognized by the people I 
represent for his fine efforts. 

The concept behind H.R. 3081 is one we strongly support. Howev- 
er, there are some things in this particular piece of l^islation as it 
now stands that we feel may need a little bit more work and other 
areas that have geirnered too many different interpretations as we 
have already heard tonight to be accomplishing what we under- 
stand the intent of the legislation to be. 

We are all aware that these programs have not been managed 
with the efdciency or understanding of the problems out in the 
field that they should have been. Standing in your own field watch- 
ing crops die or watching otherwise heedUiy animals die from lack 
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of feed most definitely has a far greater impact them it does sitting 
in an office in Washi^^n, D.C., reading about it on paper. 

The real "uneurprise" would be to discover how many of those 
people deeding wiUi these prc^rams have never even been on a 
farm. 

I have read with disbelief the description of just some of tiiose 
areas in which bad management and even a less understanding of 
the situation occurred. The wheat situation has already been men- 
tioned. So, I need not go into that one again. Or the transportation 
of hay where farmers were requested to go 200 miles at least to 
pick up hay, thus nullifying the economic help that should have 
been available. 

Turn-over time from time of request to implementation in some 
cases has been unreasonably long, considering that they are deal- 
ing with an emergency, and that the program is being run "by ex- 
perts". H.R. 3081 deals with that in what I consider a reasonable 
determination on page 3 of the bill; 25 days should certainly be 
long enough. 

The length of turn-around response time was, in some cases, un- 
reasonable. The amount of grain moved not enough or at the 
wrong time, so that the phrfise, "too little too late," has become an 
apt description of some of these progrsims. 

A cut-off date should be legislated. Many times, it is the only 
way we have of getting the Federal Government to respond to the 
needs of the people. Even then, the laws are subject to the whims 
of the people administering them who do not have to answer to the 
public until the ground swell becomes almost a tidal wave in pro- 
portion. 

Anything that can be done to consolidate the progreims will bene- 
fit the ASCS office. If it eliminates a profusion of paperwork, it 
makes the whole process less complicated for the ffirmer. If the 
area qualifies for disaster aid initially, it should queilify for all the 
programs under the criteria for which the designation has been ap- 
proved. 

Drafters of H.R. 3081 indicate that adding new programs was cer- 
tainly not their intent, and tiiey were just attempting to place all 
the programs under one roof. The changes in their descriptions and 
titles were meant to simplify their descriptions so that they would 
be better understood by the people who request them, benefit from 
them and administer them. 

However, the way they are presented on page 5 of the bill has 
met with numerous interpretetions as to what the section really 
says. For this reason, we feel the section must be redreifted if it is 
to accomplish the stated goals. 

I also have reservations about page 2 under application and deci- 
sionmaking. Whether inadvertently or on purpose, the county 
ASCS emergency board has been eliminated. It is our opinion that 
the people closest to the problem should be the ones to make tJie 
initial decision that an emergency exists. Not only are they more 
aware of the entire situation, but they are involved with these 
farmers, sometimes daily, and are their advisors when it comes to 
application for assistance. 

It is much more efficient for the county groups to meet than it 
would be for a State emergency board as outlined in H.R. 3081. In 
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all actuality, those people on the State board would have to rely on 
information given to them by the county people, all of which would 
be more time-consuming. 

Meeting times where State directors could all meet and have the 
proper county people there to advise them would be more difBcult 
to accomplish. The line of command from county emergency board 
to State ASCS director to USDA as is in place now is about as 
streamlined as that process can get. 

The other step added by this section adds the Governor of the 
State as an additional step in the process. The same argument used 
in my last statement applies here. It is an unnecessary step and 
can do nothing but slow things down when the effectiveness of the 
program, if it is to be run properly, is a quick response time. 

We would strot^ly encourage you to continue work on this con- 
cept of consolidating the programs, keeping in mind that the whole 
process, especially once it hits USDA needs to streamline in every 
area. Time limits on response time are critical. Paperwork at all 
levels needs to be curtailed. 

The program should be geared and only geared to helping the 
farmer save his livestock in times of emergency. We can only hope 
that given the best tools, we can give them, the people administer- 
ing this prt^am, will use common sense and more understanding 
of the real problems with which they are dealing, and that common 
sense will prevail. 

[The prepared statement of Ms, Patterson appears at the conclu- 
sion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Virgil Jennings, board member. Dairymen's 
Creamery Association Shoshone, Idaho. 

STATEMENT OF VIRGIL R. JENNINGS, DAIRY FARMER, 
SHOSHONE, ID 

Mr. Jennings. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stallings. 

Let me make a correction. First of all, I am just a producer. I am 
not on the board of DCA. I am a dairyman in Lincoln County and I 
am here representing dairymen per se. This is my first experience 
in the panel discussion and dealing with politics because I am in 
the udcfer business. 

I agree, however, and I talked with many of the dairymen in my 
area with the idea of streamlining and consolidating existing emer- 
gency livestock feed assistance programs. 

The main thing that we are concerned about, though, is if you 
streamline the program, we want to know what the results will be, 
if they will be any different when we get to handing out the assist- 
ance. 

The equitable for determining the el^bility, for example, is a 
major concern. My experience has been that eligibility was not de- 
termined very well in the past, nor does this bill attend that 
matter now. 

The main thing it talks about is your financisil stability or inabil- 
ity to buy your own feed, and when we deal with these things, pri- 
marily they want to make low-interest loans to people, and when 
you do this, you deal with the FmHA, and in order to qualify for 
an FmHA loan at 3 percent, you have to be financially strapped. 
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Even though the neighbor may be a good manager and financial- 
ly better prepared than the FmHA borrower, he would be ineligible 
for assistance. Is that not true? 

Mr. Stenholm. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jennings. So, I ctmnot see how we can have an equitable as- 
sistance program if only the ones that are financially strapped are 



You talked about criteria and eligibility. For example, in Lincoln 
County, we have a drought in effect right today, and if you want to 
deal with the producers in a fair manner, we should look at the 
number of acres they own or the water they own or the land and 
the water together and make a determination by that and have 
them pay directly to the producers. Forget all of these tracking fees 
and areas that can be abused because they are when you have so 
many different areas. 

As a dairymen, and most of the dairymen I talk to, we were not 
in favor of the whole herd buy out because primarily those that 
went out of business were those that were in financial trouble or 
those that wemted to retire, and those of us that stayed in business 
had to pay up the difference. 

It appears to me that from the conversation I have had with 
dairymen, that we were more in favor of lowering the price support 
and then those that could manage could stay in business and those 
that could not would not. 

But another area that was mentioned was about the Farmers 
Home Administration being on the board. That is a financial insti- 
tution, even though it is connected with Government. They lean to- 
wards helping their constituency and not other farmers or ranch- 
ers in the area. 

I think a better representation would be the University Exten- 
sion Service or the county agents. I hope that we will address this 
issue of more equitable distribution after you have sped up the 
process. Let us see if we cannot be fair with each farmer and 
rancher in the area. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jennings appears at the conclu- 
sion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. David Sargent, president, Ideiho Pork Produc- 
ers, Swan Valley, Idaho. 

STATEMENT OF DAVID D. SARGENT, PORK PRODUCER, ON 
BEHALF OF THE IDAHO PORK PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION AND 
THE NATIONAL PORK PRODUCERS COUNCIL 

Mr. Sargent. Yes, sir. 

For the record, I was recently replaced as the president of Ideiho 
Pork Producers, and the present Idaho Pork Producers president, 
Mr. Mike Cray of Cottonwood, Idaho, asked me to represent the As- 
sociation. 

I have a statement to read, Mr. Chairman. 

This testimony is respectfully submitted by myself, David Sar- 
gent, as the duly-appointed representative of the Idaho Pork Pro> 
ducers Association, and the National Pork Producers Council, 
which represents the Nation's 100,000 pork producers. 
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The Pork Producers oi^anization feels that H.R. 3081 is a defi- 
nite positive step to consolidate the several different emergency 
feed assistance programs presently available for use. 

Two points of the bill that are very attractive are the decision- 
making process for the determination that it is a bona fide feed 
emergency, and, two is that the stipulated time frame for which 
the Secretary of Agriculture has to make his decision. 

I specifically refer to section 3 of the bill. 

There are some areas of the bill which we wish to take exception 
for possible consideration by the committee. Section 4, lines 15 eind 
16, state that the, "the eligible farmer or rancher has suffered at 
least 30-percent feed loss" and so on. 

This appears to indicate the problems suffered by a single farmer 
or rancher could begin the program process. Our feeling is that sev- 
eral farmers and ranchers within a considerable geographical area, 
for instance, a county or a disaster area, must be adversely affected 
to initiate the program. 

Section 4, line 17, stipulates that to be eligible for the program, a 
farmer or rancher must have suffered a loss in feed normally pro- 
duced on the farm. We wish to point out that many livestock pro- 
ducers do not raise feed, but purchase it from surrounding growers. 
It is probable that these producers would find themselves in the 
same emergency feed situation and would offer the possible solu- 
tion by striking the words "produced on the farm" and replacing 
that with the words "available" so that the bill would read "the 
feed normally available for such farmers or ranchers' livestock". 

I m^ht add many dairy farmers and feed lot operators and so on 
do not, indeed, raise their own feed. 

Section 4, paragraph 1, stipulates that a 30-percent loss of feed 
must have been suffered from that normally produced. We feel this 
is very reasonable. However, the 30 percent of normal production 
should be based on a ge(^raphic area, not just one production unit 
or farm. This information could be gleaned from ABCS crop histo- 
ries. 

In reference to this, if one individual, for one reason or another, 
had had a bad year, had changed crop types or something along 
this line, he could actually have a 30-percent reduction in feed, but 
it would actually mean really nothing overall to the entire picture. 

On section 5, paragraph 1, provides for donations of CCC feed 
stocks to the financially incapable farmers or ranchers. We believe 
that a long-term low-interest loan to those farmers and ranchers to 
cover the costs of the same CCC feed stocks would allow the neces- 
sary financial fiexibility to feed their stock and lessen the adverse 
inmact on the Federal Treasury. 

Section 5, paragraph 6, allows for the donation of CCC feed 
stocks to livestock which cannot be identified as to owner. These 
instances certainly occur and one thing that comes to mind is the 
Teton Dam disaster, which I am sure that you are familiar with. 

We believe that a time frame should be established that the CCC 
feed stocks would be donated untU a rightful owner would be 
ob%ed to reimburse the CCC for additional feed used. 

I wish to state that we believe that H.R 3081 is certainly a posi- 
tive and very timely in light of the second year of extreme drought 
conditions over much of the United Stat^. It is our sincere hope 
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that this testimony will be helpful and constructive in the i: 
and instituting of H. R. 3081. 

The Idaho Pork Producers Association and the National Pork 
Producers Council wishes to express our sincere appreciation and 
thainks to the committee for this opportunity to express our views 
and our opinions. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sargent appears at the conclu- 
sion of the heau-ingj 

Mr. Stenholm. lliank you. 

Mr. Stallings. 

Mr. Stallings. Let me just pose a couple of basic questions to 
einyone on the panel that would like to respond. I would be inter- 
ested in bearing your responses. 

You sense that there is a need for this kind of legislation. Mr. 
Schroeder, your group said that there were several [Kirts that you 
were not happy with and would as soon have it rejected. 

Do you see from your 

Mr. Schroeder. I really feel that a need is there to stretmiline 
what we have, but we feel that the present program has adequately 
met the disaster problems that we have. I think USDA has been 
streamlining their affairs. We can probably handle the thing with- 
out another bureaucracy. 

So, we do not see the need for another overlay of bureaucracy. I 
am getting very tired personally of all tlie bureaucracy that we 
have to go through, even through the ASC and Soil Conservation 
and aU rf" that. I think farmers spend two-thirds of our time any- 
more trying to work out the agreements and plans and all of that, 
and we do not have time to go out in our fields anymore. 

Mr. Stallings. Any other ladies or gentlemen wfint to respond? 
Dave. 

Mr. Sargent. I wish to take exception with that, Mr. Schroeder, 
in that he is probably right in that we do spend a lot of time in 
ASCS offices and different lo£m agencies and so on. 

Personally, I feel like we probably owe some explanations to the 
Government in this case because we are obligated as individueds 
for a great deal of money to the public, and we owe them an expla- 
nation. Maybe there is too much. I do not know. I feel a personal 
obligation, and it is my understanding that this bill will eliminate 
some of the bureaucracy and create one, if I am not mistaken. If I 
am mistaken, then so be it. 

Mr. pEAVEY. I definitely think that there is a need for the legisla- 
tion, and I think what you have heard, probably will hear some 
more tonight, is that the farming community out there feels very 
comfortable with their county emergency board, and I think that is 
where the biggest objection for this piece of legislation comes from, 
is changing any of that kind of authority. 

As for a need to streamline and make this thing work better, 
faster, when needed, I think that is definitely there, and as I said, 
the dairymen certainly support that concept. 

Mr. Jennings. We also agree that the bill is needed. Anything 
we can do to simplify Government and be more effective, we are in 
favor of. 

Mr. Stalungs. Mr. Stenholm. 
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Mr. Stenholm. Richard, a panel like this is what maikes our job 
so fascinating. 

I think this was a very helpful panel because each witness specif- 
ically went section by section in talking about suggested changes in 
H.R. 3081. 

A question I want to ask each one of you is whether a disaster 
declaration should be on a county basis, regional basis, State basis, 
or on an individual producer basis? 

Mr. Jennings. Well, in Lincoln County, I ceui speak basically on 
the drought that is in effect today. Now, some of the producers in 
Lincoln County are on American Falls water. Now, they are going 
to get 100 percent of their water right. Therefore, they are not 
going to be affected by the drought. 

Now, on the other band, if you are in Magic Reservoir, you are 
only going to get 50 days. Now, 50 days is — pardon? Well, that is 
what they were telling me, but at least 50 days. 

Now, that farmer is going to be affected. There is no two ways 
about it. Now, if you declare the whole county, it is not fair for 
tjhose on American Falls to get assistance when they have 100 per- 
cent of their water. That is why 1 think it ought to be based on 
either land or water, and then you can go by the local area or the 
r^on or whatever is affected, more so than the whole county. 

Mr, Stenholm. What about my West TexEis farmers that do not 
have any water? 

Mr. Jennings. Well, we talked about range cattle, and when you 
put cattle out on the range, they are put out by AUM's, and some- 
one that is more versed on it than I am could determine the loss of 
grass per AUM and then, depending on how many AUM's you had, 
you could be reimbursed for that loss. 

Mr. Stenholm. AUM, is that a trailer, pick-up truck, or do you 
use something different in Idaho? 

Mr, Jennings. Animal unit. 

Mr. Stallings, Mr. Chairman, when we graze our livestock on 
Federal land, on the BLM land or on the Forest Service, they break 
it down in animal unit months. 

Mr. Stenholm. So, you do not use pick-up trucks and trailers? 

Mr. Stallings. No, 

Mr. Stenholm. Excuse me. Go ahead. 

Mr. Jennings. So, I think there is a determination no matter 
what you raise or graze, there is a unit that you could use to meas- 
ure your loss, auid 1 think the appropriate local committees could 
determine that loss. 

Mr. Stenholm. Any other comments from any of you? 

Mr. GuE&RY. Only to support just what he said in closing, I think 
this does bring out the importance of keeping the ASC committee 
on the local level involved. They are the most knowledgeable of the 
situation that is occurring at the time. 

Mr. Stenholm. Does anybody disagree with that statement? 

Mr. ScHROEDER. 1 think we have heard that over and over to- 
night, We want the local committee making the determination. 

Mr. Stenholm, Yes. Several years ago, we had a terrific effort to 
eliminate the county ASC committee system. Fortunately, we were 
able to beat that back and 1 do not think we are going to Hght that 
battle again any time soon. 
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Have you got any other questions? 

[No response.] 

Mr. Stonholm. Mr. Schroeder, you apparently have a very 
strong reluctance in allowing the Governor of a State to be in- 
volved because of political concerns. 

Anyone else share that concern? 

Ms. Patterson. I think we questioned it, too, however, in a Httie 
bit different manner. Just that it was one more step to get there. 

Obviously, we know our congressional delegation and our Govern 
nor are going to be there pushing with whatever influence they 
have to see that it happens, but it was in that decisionmaking proc- 
ess, we felt that as streamlined as it can be is probably a better 
way to go, and adding the Governor was just ainother step, 

Mr. Stenholm. If, in fact, there is no new bureaucracy created 
and it is made very clear in the chain of command how the deci- 
sionmaking process is going to be made, do you still have the same 
concern about bringing the Governor of a State into the process? 

Mr. ScHROEDEB. Not if the local decisions are made locally on 
who gets the aid and all of that. I think that was a concern that 
people had. If it had the local committees making the decisions, I 
think that would take care of it. 

Mr. Stallings. That would do it. 

Mr. Sargent. Mr. Chairman, it would be my opinion that it 
would be actually a mistake to exclude the Governor. It is his 
State. He is concerned about it, and to go around him or, as I say, 
exclude him, you m^ht be injuring some political toes just as 
easily as he might be the other way, looking his constituents. 

So, I believe that the Governor should, indeed, be included, and 
even if the local level people think that it is — there is definitely a 
problem, surely a governor that has got his act tt^ether is not 
going to overlook the opinions of these people. 

Mr, Stbnholm. Of course. Governors are like all other politi- 
cians. We are accountable not just to the farmers and ranchers of 
our State, but to our entire constituency, I believe as long as you 
have the local determination, and you are not talking about a dis- 
tant bureaucracy, you should not have the seune reservations. 

Thank you very much. We appreciate your testimony and your 
helpfulness. 

We will now call the next panel. Mr. Brent Jackson, Mr. Don 
Ast, Mr. Ray Poe, Mr. Don Suchan, and Mr. Ermil Jerome. 

liie first witness will be Mr. Brent Jackson, board member. 
Dairymen's Creamery Association, Meridian, Idaiho. 

STATEMENT OF BRENT JACKSON, BOARD MEMBER, DAIRYMEN'S 
CREAMERY ASSOCIATION, INC. 

Mr. Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Stenholm, Mr. Stallii^. 

I would like to comment just a little bit about the drought in our 
area. I am from the Magic Valley. That is the Boise-Caldwell area, 
and we have the same situation Mr. Jennings has. 

The districts that have adequate water, some that have 60 per- 
cent, and I am in two districts, and we have 50 percent, and we are 
talking about 30, 40, 50 percent, whether that is a s^nificant figure 
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or not, I guarantee you that at least 30 percent of the crop is in a 
lose situation. 

To make it a little more graphic, we were allocated under the 
Boise project, which is a lai^e district in the Boise Veilley, we were 
allocated .TTOOths of an acre. In our area, we need at least 3 acres 
to get the distance in all of our crops. 

So, ordinarily, we do not want allotments until either the end of 
May, the first of June, and in some years, they have not gone on 
allotment until July, as we have excess water that we can buy up 
until the time we go on allotment. 

So, in some years, we might not go on allotment until July, 
which means we have a change of peak from that period on, and in 
some cases, we will have a carryover. 

This year, 1988, is much more severe in the Boise Valley than 
1987 because there was an acre and a half foot on the average car- 
ryover from the 1986 irrigation season for 1987. There was virtual- 
ly no carryover for the 1988 season. We have now aillocated 1 acre 
foot for us. We are estimating that possibly we can pick up finother 
half acre foot of wat«r. 

What this means is if you had your whole field, your whole farm 
in alfalfa and we can always get three crops and sometimes four, 
that after the first irrigation, the initial allotment is completely 
used up. 

An opportunity to make it closer to home, I had a field right 
next to my plfice, I changed the water several times a day, checked 
and regulated it, checked it at 4:30 in the morning before I went to 
mUk, and with a flashlight, it was easy for me to check. I did not 
have very much stock and zifter I completed that irrigation, unless 
we get more water somehow, some way, I will not be able to irri- 
gate that field again, which I normally have four crops on, until 
next year. As soon as we have some water next year. 

Just how critical it is in our area and, so, I do not think we need 
to be slick on this. I listened to two reports on the radio coming 
down that gave me the impression that the drought was kind of 
over and I hoped that at least I was OK and the Southwest might 
be a little short. In specific regions, that is just not factual. 

They said, for instance, in our area, Boise Valley, that we had 
above average rftinfall, and it may have been in the gauges, but we, 
when we were out in the fields and all of the rains &at have come 
through, we have not had the stock. We have heavy clay loam soil. 
It does not drtun well. We have only stopped Held work 1 day each 
rain storm, and then the next day or so, it is gone. 

So, I think that there certainly will not be any cturyover water 
in the reservoirs for the 1989 season, and whether they can contin- 
ue to deliver water when they only have half the volume to deliver 
the Boise Valley this year is a big question in my mind whether 
they will be able to continue- to even demand hold back the water 
until late in the season, when he will have to be able to get it deliv- 
ered to him because it takes so much volume in and out. 

Just a short comment on that. I guess reviewing this legislation, 
I said, is there a need, and in my experience at the ASCS office is 
that they are slow to respond to specific requests. We have asked 
them to look at, when we realized that there wEts a drought situa- 
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tion, they resilly were still in a wait and see attitude, even with the 
facts that I have given you. 

We said let us combine bases for, you know, what the difference 
really might be between grain and barley. Let us combine the 
bases. We will all plant barley and we will not plant com because 
we are not going to be able to go in until the first of September 
anyway. 

Basically, it fell on deaf ears. The process of going to that county 
committee. First of all, they do not meet daily. If you do not catch 
them on the right time of tne month, you have got to wait a month 
for them. Then, they get to that level, then they have got to go to 
the State and then I suppose even they have to go to the nationfil. 

If you think that is timely, this is something that you would 
think they would be on right now. The grazing situation, we re- 
quested that in our area and they pretty much did the same proc- 
ess and came back with the same answer. 

I had some experimental ground that we were doing some work 
with Pittsburgh PEiint and Glass Company, and at one time, it was 
speculation that that ground would not be found — you could do ex- 
perimental plots on it, but you could not count it against your acre- 
age as a set-aaide. 

There was actually regulations. So, the next year, the regulation 
was stopped. There was nothing said one way or the other. These 
crops never go to harvest. I do all the ground work and the comple- 
tion of the studies. I just get, just aa you do your leases. 

Anyway, we went through this same procedure, trying to get the 
county committee to look at it. They could not make the decision 
because they had to talk to the State committee and it got lost 
there and by the time we had to make a decision on what and 
when we were going to plant and set-aside and so forth, we had to 
make the decision ourselves. 

So, my first reaction is there is a need. My first reading of the 
bill, I have not chauiged my opinion after listenii^ to all the ex- 
pressions we have had here, that it does, in effect, streamline the 
process, and the fact that the governor is involved, I think he 
should be involved. 

The State of Idaho should be involved and he represents the 
State of Idaho, and there has to be some kind of administrative 
push to see that this problem is, you know, handled. 

You are talking about an emergency. I think the very word 
means imminent, and if you have got a feed lot full of dairy cattle, 
I have had cattle out on pasture and we were in a drought situa- 
tion, the impact is not as immediate. I mean, the cows might not be 
milking eis much, but on my feed lot situation, on the dairy, I can 
tell you right now, when you run out of feed, it is an emergency. 
The impact is severe right now on what happens to the herd. 

So, if we are talking about setting up a mechanism to handle 
emergencies, then I think that is the way we have got to design the 
program that way. It has got to be able to handle both problems 
quickly, and I think that this does facilitate the process. 

If you think the Governor is political, I think if you get the 
USDA, there are a lot of politics there, 

I guess that is the last comment I will make on that. 

Mr. Stenholm. Themk you. 
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Mr. Jackson. I think that rather than being redundant, I would 
just say that the unfairness of some of these programs, equity 
really has to be considered and I think that the bill adequately ad- 
dresses eligibility or how you would make it equitable. 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Don Ast, president. National Hay Associa- 
tion, Hazelton, Idaho. 

STATEMENT OF DONALD R AST, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL HAY 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Ast. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Congressman Stallings. 

I appreciate the opportunity to be here ton^ht to address you on 
this issue. As president of the National Hay Association and owner 
of a major hay company that has had extensive operations in six 
Western States In the last 50 years, I feel that we have some quali- 
fications to dddress this issue. 

I personally have been involved in the hay business for over 30 
years. We ship nationwide and worldwide, and in fill of that time, 
my company and myself have never been involved in selling hay to 
anybody in any stressed area anywhere in the United States where 
they received any Federal help of any kind to receive that hay, 
even though those people were under tremendous financial stress 
and they may have been able to get some free feed somewhere else 
in the form of concentrates or grains, they could not get any help 
with their hay program. 

I think this bill addresses that problem. I appreciate your efforts 
in gettii^ the hay transportation assistance section put into this 
bill. I think it is a good bill. The National Hay Association supports 
it. It is probably not perfect, but I think it goes a long way to solve 
a very real problem that we have experienced for many, many 
years. 

I personally have seen the frustration of dairymen and stockmen, 
range cattlemen, who have been in drought situations, who have 
been extremely stressed, who could not understand the regulations, 
were unable to get Eissistance, and the only two options that they 
had was either to borrow on past equity at great expense and 
threaten their very lifestyle, or sell their stock. 

I talked to a man at the diner this evening, sitting right across 
from me, told me about stockmen in Wyoming that have had to 
sell their stock because of short feed supplies and unable to pay 
their bills, then, later, they had good rains, now they have got 
stacks of hay all over the farm, eind no cattle to feed it to, and hay 
is in a greatly surplused supply at that particular area. 

Now, if a program like this would have been implemented 5 
years ago, when Wyoming was experiencing their drought, they 
could have afforded to buy bay out of Ideiho or some other neigh- 
boring State, received some transportation assistance, got that hay 
into those cows at a price they could live with, and they would stiU 
be in the cow business today. 

The other option that they have, which I just said, is to sell a 
herd and go out of business. Then that does not solve any problem 
either. 

The emergency feed programs of the past and the Emergency 
Feed Assistance Program, the EFAP, and the Ehnergency Conserva- 
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tion Pribram, the ECP, have been too little and too late. Either the 
cow was deeid or the grass was growing by the time the assistance 
finally got there. 

Nobody feels the frustration any more than trying to buck up 
against the bureaucracy that comes out of Washington, D.C., when 
your cows are hungry and your cows are dying and they said, well, 
you do not really have an emergency, you just think you do. 

I think the Governor of the State is far more sensitive to that 
problem than the people in Washington, D.C. I think there are 
people in Washington, D.C, who have been too long disasscxnated 
with the grassroots level of what is going on out in the country. 

As the president of the National Hay A^ociation and as a board 
member of the American Forage and Grasslands Council, I spend 
two trips a year going to Washington, D.C. I sympathize with tiieee 
poor guys here pounding on aH those doors. My feet get tired from 
going from one office to another, but we do not give up. We were 
staying in there and that is the only way you ccm get a job done. 

I appreciate this bill. Hay and forages are my area of expertise, 
and I would like to address that commodity. 

It has been my experience through the years that cattte, horses, 
with the exception of the gentleman that just talked to us here on 
hc^, swine, you get an animed under stress, you do not want to 
fe^ that animal a high concentrate grain. That is the worst thing 
in the world for that animal. 

A dairymen, yes. He has to have a balanced high-energy ration 
all the time, but a stockmen up here in the South Hills that is out 
of feed, he does not need corn to keep his cow alive. He needs for- 
ages. He needs good quzility forages. I know the problem. It is a lot 
easier for the Government to give away a commodity that they 
have already paid for that is in surplus supply and the stocks are 
building, get the stuff out the door, just like Uie free cheese that we 
saw here a few years ago. 

Who cares who gets it, just get it out the door. Sometimes I think 
that is the philosophy. They do not think about who is going to be 
the recipient of the pn^ram and who really needs it and how is it 
going to do the most good. A cow under stress does not need high 
concentrate com. A cow under stress needs good quality forages. 

Of course, as I have Stated, the exception to that would be the 
dairyman, who is very sensitive to a high-energy diet at all times. 

I am very happy with the Hay Transportation Assistance Pro- 
gram as found on page 6, lines 3 through 19. I have in my written 
Statement a hypothetical situation where we take a drought situa- 
tion in Georgia and a surplus situation in Idaho. With the new rail 
rates as established by the Union Pacific Railroad, which we are 
now shipping a lot of hay into Florida using, you can get hay into 
Georgia at about $97 a ton. 

Now, any stockmein under a stress situation can live with those 
kind of prices. Under normal situations without this program, he 
would be paying $50 more than that, $147 a ton. That is going to 
bite and that is going to bite hard and it is going to bite fast. 

So, this prt^am addresses that. I think the two-thirds not to 
exceed $50 per ton allowance for hay transportation is adequate. I 
think it can go a long way to solving a lot of problems. 
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A lot of people here have been concerned about the 30 percent 
fluctuation in feed supplies. Now, I have been in the hay business 
myself for 30 years. My father for 20 years before that. Five per- 
cent surplus in any commodity will cause a price drop dramatical- 
ly. Five percent shortage of any commodity will cause a tremen- 
dous price increase. 

I have watched that Chino Market for years, having come out of 
California originally. They need about 150 loads a day to supply 
that market. If 135 loads show up, the market starts going up. If 
170 loads show up, the market starts going down. 

Anybody that is involved with commodities knows that is true, 
and for somebody to say that 30 percent is not enough fluctuation 
just is not in touch with reality. I think your figure is very gener- 
ous to ttie Government. I think that a person who heis experienced 
a 30-percent shortage in feed stocks has got a real problem and it 
needs to be addressed. 

The National Hay Association is opposed to the local and State 
ASCS committees having jurisdiction over a program like this. If 
time would afford, I would bore you to death with the problems 
that we have had with the local ASCS committees and the State 
ASC committee regarding hay and grazing on 50/92 and 0/92 set- 
aside lands. That is double-dipping. It is wrong. I know it is wrong. 
Every person in this room knows it is wrong, but it is edlowed be- 
cause local ASCS committees and State committee keeps hammer- 
ing away, we have got to have it because they got it. 

We thought the Secretary of Agriculture had the whole program 
stopped, Oklahoma has a very influential member on the House 
Agriculture Committee, and was able to get his State approved, 
Eind the rest of them started falling like dominoes and now there 
are 19 States at last count amd probably more that I do not know 
about, that have been approved for haying and grazing on 50/92 
lands. 

It has just been stated here this evening, we got 900,000 tons of 
surplus hay sitting in farmer ditch banks today in the State of 
Idaho. We cannot get rid of it. That program could be stopped. 
That problem could be eliminated, excuse me, if haying and graz- 
ing were not allowed on the set-aside ground, and I have put the 
blfime on the ASCS committees, State and local. 

The Governor, I think, is the person to make the determination 
if we truly have a drought. He is a political person. He is responsi- 
ble to the people. He comes up for election in 4 years, and it does 
not make any difference if you are in his party or not in his party, 
he has got to be even-handed and he has got to be fair, and I feel 
the Governor and the Governor's office is an adequate plfice for 
this thing to come, at least there is some political control and those 
people have to answer to the public. 

Thzmk you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Congressman Stal- 
lings. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ast appears at the conclusion of 
the hearing,] 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Poe, commodities director, Idaho Farm 
Bureau Federation, Boise, Idaho. 
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STATEMENT OF RAYMOND L. POE, COMMODITIES DIRECTOR, 
IDAHO FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 

Mr. PoE. Thank you, Congressman Stallings, for arranging this 
hearii^ on H.R. 3081, Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Act. 

I also want to sincerely thank Congressman Stenholm for coming 
to Idaho and allowing us this opportunity. 

I have a prepared statement, and some of the things have al- 
ready been said, but I think most of them are noteworthy enough 
to reiterate and possibly respond from there. 

We would like to thank Coi^ressmein Stallings for taking time 
and making the effort to eliminate red tape and the delay in get- 
ting response for help, it is certainly needed. 

However, after having the opportunity to read H.R. 3081, and to 
review the current provisions, the bill would not accomplish that 
purpose. 

In section 3 of the bill it says, "aH requests for a determination 
by the Secretary that an emergency existe shall be made by and at 
the discretion of the Governor of the affected State," aloi^ with 
creating an emergency board, would only establish another tier of 
bureaucracy. 

This kind of situation usually tends to delay action or expedite 
the help. It would appear that the folks at the loc£il level, such as 
the county commissioners, of course, the local ASCS committees, 
should have the most knowledge and be best equipped to make 
those determinations. 

In section 4, conditions of eligibility, the definition of "farmer or 
rancher has suffered at least 30 percent loss of feed" appears to be 
too lenient and somewhat unclear. Most statistics indicate a 
normal annual production fluctuation of 20 or more percent, and it 
only seems logical that the percentage should be raised to approxi- 
mately 40 percent rather than the 30 percent so steted in that lan- 
guage. 

In section 5, the donation of CCC feed does not seem to be practi- 
cal for all livestock. Feed needed for ruminate animals is an exam- 
ple of better utilization of the hay products, as was just stated. 

There might be a need for consideration to be given to providing 
low-interest loans for marginal needs or outright purchases of ap- 
propriate feed under severe conditions for the producer to feed his 
livestock. 

Our research indicates that under our current emergency situa- 
tion in disaster conditions, feed is available under current USDA 
provisions. 

Regarding the purchase of emergency feed, it might be appropri- 
ate to specify use of Stete-grown feed whenever possible. For exam- 
ple, Idaho's hay production annually exceeds 4.5 million tons which 
would relate to at least a $100 million per year of business in our 
own Stete. 

It appears to us that further review of our current provisions for 
handling emergency situations and disaster relief should be under- 
taken fmd then prepare amendments that would consolidate and 
improve the management of the situation to eliminate delays and 
red tape. 
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* While taking the time and making the effort to streamline this 

grocess, let us make sure that we get the best. The Idaho Farm 
ureau stands ready to assist in any way and we can help make 
I better this method of an emergency. 

I I thank you, Mr. Chairmam and Congressman Stallings, for the 
opportunity to be here tonight. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Poe appears at the conclusion of 
] the bearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you. 

Mr. Don Suchan, executive board member, Idaho Grain Produc- 
ers Association, Paul, Idaho. 

STATEMENT OF DON SUCHAN, EXECUTIVE BOARD MEMBER, 
IDAHO GRAIN PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Suchan. Mr. Chfiirman and Congressman Stallings, my 
name is Don Suchan, and I am a wheat and barley farmer from 
Paul, Idaho. I also raise a few sheep. 

Today, I speak on behalf of the Idaho Grain Producers Associa- 
tion, an organization comprised of wheat and barley growers from 
throughout the State of Idaho. I serve on the executive board of 
this association amd we appreciate the opportunity to comment on 
how this proposed Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Act of 
1987 may affect the grain industry in Idaho. 

As a farmer, I am well aware of the ever-present threat of natu- 
ral disasters posed to the future viability of my farming operation. 
This year, for example, we face possible drought conditions in the 
fields, coupled with the potential development of the Russian grain 
aphid. 

The Idfiho Grain Producers Association generally supports the 
concepts outlined in H.R. 3081 and would agree with the bill's 
sponsors that some measures must be taken to better serve the 
livestock industry during those times of emergency. 

However, there are two areas in H.R. 3081 that concern our asso- 
ciation. The first area of concern deals with the donation and sale 
of Commodity Credit Corporation feed grain in section 5, subsec- 
tions 1 and 3. 

Our concern is focused on the potential impact from the local 
feed meirket. Idaho is one of the top three barley-producing States 
in the Nation, but in recent years, we have experienced an influx 
of Midwest com and barley into our local feed markets, due to the 
USDA price differentials and favorable rail rates. 

Many livestock feeding operations are ^ding it cheaper to buy 
out of State feed grains rather than buying locally-grown barley. 

Our association worries that these two programs might encour- 
age the Secretary of Agriculture to offer the cheapest method of 
emergency service to the livestock industry at the expense of the 
local feed grain industry. 

We encourage the committee to explore the ramifications these 
two prc^ams would have on the local market. The bill should 
ensure that locally-grown feeds would be utilized and not by-passed 
under this program. 

The second area of our concern deals with the definition of who 
would qualify for this emergency assistance progreun. Again, our 
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concern centers around the impact of this program might have on 
our feed grttin markets. Would thoae feed lots whose primary pur- 
pose is to fatten cattle for market qualify for this prt^ram? 

We raise the question because we are concerned that these feed 
lots might not be encouraged to deal with their local feed industry 
and, as mentioned before, might seek (XC stocks out of State at 
the expense of the local industry. 

I would like to emphasize again that our association rect^nizes 
the need for workable and useful livestock emergency assistance 
prc^ams. The barley producers in our State are dependent on 
healthy and viable livestock industry. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this legislation, and 
I encourage the committee to study and consider the impact of this 
legislation might have on local feed grain markets as they proceed 
forward with this bill. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Suchan appears at the conclu- 
sion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Ermil Jerome, member, Idaho State Gremge. 

[No response.] 

Mr. Stenholm. He is not here. 

That is it. OK. 

Mr. Stallings. 

Mr. Stalungs. Well, themk you, Mr. Chairman. 

I again notice the unanimity with which this psmel addressed 
this bill, and the great spirit of agreement that prevails in agricul- 
tural Idaho. 

A couple of comments. I noticed some debate back and forth on 
the 30-percent loss or the 40-percent loss. Our intent when we 
drafted the legislation was to make the program consistent with 
FmHA emergency loan programs, which also require 30-percent 
loss. 

I guess more in the nature of being consistent, why make one 
producer justify a 40-percent loss, at the same time under a differ- 
ent program, you make another farmer producer quedify with a 30- 
percent loss. I have no great commitment to either of these per- 
centages, emd I do appreciate your statement earlier that that is 
the purpose of these hearings, to try and get a sense from the pro- 
ducers to see how they operate. 

I get a sense from all of you gentlemen that there is a need for 
some kind of streamlining, some kind of legislation in this direc- 
tion. 

Mr. Ast, you were very, very forward in the statement. What 
brings you to this conclusion? Why? I meem, we heard USDA earli- 
er say we do not need it. They have the proper tools. They are 
doing the job adequately. There is not a problem. 

Mr. Ast. Is that addressed to me? 

Mr. Stallings. To you, please, and then to anyone else that 
would like to comment. 

Mr. Ast. Well, if there is a hay assistance — let us call it hay for- 
ages because that encompasses a wide range of available feed stock, 
if there is a forage assistance prt^ram with the USDA that is in 
force today, I do not know of anybody that is able to use it. 
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Like I say, I have been in business for a long, long time, and we 
have never used it that I know of, eind I do not know of anybody 
that has. I have heard about it. I have heard of people that have 
used it, but I do not know how they did it. 

This addresses that problem and this gives an Euiswer to that 
problem, and this is tools and mechanisms that we can work with, 
and I understand hay being a weak sister crop, it is not part of the 
CCC pn^ram, and everybijdy wimts to throw rocks at hay, that is 
evident in the grazing pn^am, let us take on hay, and we get a 
little tired of being picked on. 

We have got hay farmers going broke right and left around us 
because of some of these Government programs that have clob- 
bered the poor hay farmer, and I appreciate the hay forage section 
that is in here for transportation assistance. 

I think it is needed. We do not have a program now that I know 
about. 

Mr. Stalungs. Please. Anybody else? 

Mr. Poe. 

Mr. PoB. I think your question was the efficiency of the USOA as 
far as handling the situation and I guess when we analyze these 
things without the benefit of the rest of our comments, sometimes 
we do not see all of the angles that we do when we visit, and I 
think the most efiicient operator, whether it be the operators of 
the USDA could use some improvement or would like to see some 
improvement, we envisioned the part when the Governor gets in- 
volved as being another tier, £inother step to go through that possi- 
bly would break that efficiency down. 

I can realize, you know, this is recently when we read this, and I 
reeilize now that possibly that would not be as cumbersome and bu- 
reaucratic, so to speak, as the way we first interpreted it in the 
bill. 

So, I guess I would not be as emphatic about that now as we 
were at the beginning. 

Mr. Stalungs. Mr. Stenholm, I think it is getting late. I had 
some other things, but let us move on. 

Mr. Stenholm. A couple of comments, and then a quick question 
or two. 

Mr. Jackson, your statement regarding base rigidity and the 
need of flexibility is one that I totally agree with. In fact, we have 
in the 1985 farm bill flexibility built in if we can just get it al- 
lowed, to allow changing of bases. 

Now, as a result of the Conservation Reserve Program, and also 
the expanded sodbuster legislation, we do have the flexibility of 
shifting bases where it is necessary in order to comply with th^ 
Soil Conservation Program on the farm. But I assure you that in 
the 1990 farm bill, I am going to bust a gut, so to speak, in at- 
tempting to get flexibility into our allotment systems so that indi- 
vidual producers can have the flexibility to change within their 
system of farming and not be locked in to plemning patterns as a 
result of history. 

I think we can do that and meet the budget requirements and all 
of this, but we have not got it done yet. But it is in the bill right 
now, but we just cannot seem to get that done. 
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You also, I think, made a very excellent comment concerning 
that we Eire talking about emei^ency programs. So often, we tend 
to get ofT on that we have got a loss. Now, this program cannot be 
deseed to replenish everybody's loss because we do not have 
enough money in the whole bu(^et to do that. 

We are talking about emergency and that is the challenge we 
have got to see that it, in fact, deals with an honest to goodness 
natural disaster that has occurred in a r^on, and I think you 
made that point very forcefully, and that is the thing we have to 
keep focusing on. 

Mr. Afit, I finally am just, frankly, amazed with your statement 
that you know of no one, as president of the National Hay Associa- 
tion, you know of no one that has ever benefitted in any degree, in 
any shape, form or fashion, from the Emergency Hay Program. 

Mr. AsT. That is correct. 

Mr. Stenholm. That is amazing to me, but I accept that for the 
record. 

Mr. AsT. In Wisconsin and Minnesota, there was a drought in 
the winter of 1981-S2. We shipped I do not know how many Consoli- 
dated Freightways sets of trailers from here to Wisconsin and Min- 
nesota. 

I sold those to a dealer there by the name of Everett Van Griese, 
good man. He told me that he had heard, you hear what I am 
saying, he told me that he had heard that some dairymen were get- 
ting some help, but he did not know how or where. That is as close 
as I ever come, and he is the past president of the national associa- 
tion I am currently. 

Mr. Stenholm. We are going to pursue that one a little bit fui> 
ther with you. However, I gather you feel very strongly about 
double-dipping on 0/92 on set-asides. 

Mr. AsT. Could we have 1 or 2 hours after the meeting? 

Mr. Stenholm, The question I want to ask is in a disaster emer- 
gency program, how do we justify telling State ASC committees 
that they shall not allow haying and grazing where you have situa- 
tions which would support such a decision? 

Under an emergency declaration by the Governor through the 
process, why should we appropriate a $100 million or $200 million 
and pay for transportation of hay but we will not allow haying and 
grazing under those circumstances? 

Mr. AsT. If a farmer is receiving a Federal subsidy of up to $200 
an acre to leave corn or wheat grounds lay idle and he is allowed 
to plant that to pasture or hay and harvest it and receive 

Mr. Stenholm. That is not my question. I am saying that where 
we have a natural disaster that has been declared under the Stal- 
lings bill, certified by the Governor, how do we in that light say no 
to haying and grazing on those acres? 

Mr. AsT. The way the bill is currently written and the direction 
coming out of Washington, D.C., is the Secretary of Agriculture is 
to make the determination if an emergency exists. If, in the Secre- 
tary's discretion, that would be Secretary Lyng under the current 
administration, if the Secretary determines that an emergency 
exists, haying and grazing shall be Edlowed. 
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I have in my file, I have that with me. I can quote it to you, if 
you w£int, but I think that is basically correct. The NatiooaJ Hay 
Association has no problem with that in any way. 

But you cannot sit there and tell me, excuse me for being a little 
forceful here, that we have 19 States in the United States as of 
April 5 that knew that they had a natural disaster — a drought con- 
dition for the year and applied for it and received haying and graz- 
ii^ of 50/92 ground. Now, that is wrong. 

Mr. Stenholm. I am not going to ai^e with you on that point. 

Mr. AsT. But that is where we are coming from. 

Mr. Stenholm. Should we take a portion at a time so that we, 
instead of just giving a blank check, we tended to zero in and make 
it work 1 month at a time, or 3 months at a time. Do you have any 
reaction? 

Mr. AsT. Yes. You ceuinot turn agriculture on and off like a 
faucet, and these farmers who have — these States that have ap- 
proved haying and grazing on 50/92 ground have planned aheeid 
and they have planted a cover crop, if you will, on that set-aside 
land in anticipation of harvesting it, and if you will notice, the 
great tier of States is the southern latitude States in the United 
States, where they can hay and graze during the off-season months, 
October through April, I think, is the way that thing reads. 

It does not do us in Idaho much good if we did approve haying 
and grazing on 50/92 ground, emd from October unit April, we are 
kind of underneath some snow up here, but they are sure not in . 
Oklahoma and we really point our guns at that State because they 
are able to hay and graze, mainly graze, during those months very 
effectively on stubble ground. 

Mr. Stenholm. OK. Thank you very much. 

Mr. AsT. Thank you for the opportunity. 

Mr. Stenholm. All of you, we appreciate very much your being 
here. 

Let me call the next panel. Mr. Randy Parker, Mr. Vii^ Jenks, 
Mr. Tom Hovenden, Mr. Bill Mendenhall, euid Mr. David Smith. 

We will hear from Mr. Vii^l Jenks, board member, Idaho Rural 
Council. Mr. Jenks. 

STATEMENT OF VIEGIL L. JENKS, BOARD MEMBER, IDAHO 
RURAL COXJNCIL 

Mr. Jenks. My name is Virgil Jenks. 1 am a dairy farmer from 
Windell, Idaho, and I am here representing the Idaho Rural Coun- 
cU. 

ChairmEui Stenholm, we welcome you to Idaho and thank you, 
Congressman Stallings and this committee, for its interest on our 
views on this important legislation. 

The Idaho Rural Council supports H.R. 3081, the Emergency 
livestock Feed Assistance Act. 

Clearly, the record would show that in the past, most specifically 
in the drought of 1985, any help that was provided by the Federal 
Government seemed to be too little too late. 

There is no doubt Idaho faces a serious situation in the months 
ahead. Despite recent precipitation, the prospect of a drought re- 



.bv Google 



58 

mains ominouBly real. Farmers in Idaho have suffered intensely io 
recent years from what heis been called the farm crisis. 

The decline in prices for our commodities, the increases in the 
cost of producing our products and the falling land values have 
thrown Idaho's No. 1 industry, agriculture, into serious depressinL 

The Idaho Rural Council has seriously questioned Fedend fann 
policies that seem to discount the importance of our family fann 
operations eind have aggravated the existing hardships. 

The serious drought this summer essentially for tiie second year 
in a row could add to this crisis pushing marginal operationa over 
the edge and bringing financially-stable producers with them. 

We applaud the intent of this bill to consolidate the existing 
emei^ency feed programs into one peickage. It should provide 
better access in emergencies to all the programs which now is not 
the case. 

We are encouraged to see that with this legislation, the need for 
emergency help may be handled at the local level by allowing tlie 
Governor to assess the emergency and recommend the appropriate 
prc^ams. This decision is currently made in Weishington, D.C. 

A recent Government Accountii^ Office report referred to ttie 
Deputy Under Secretary for International Affairs and Commodity 
Programs to explain. As the report stated, that conditions sur- 
rounding each emei^ncy differ and these differences contribute to 
USDA's program response. USDA's response to disaster emergen- 
cies depends on the Secretary's subjective consideration of these 
factors. USDA does not document the extent to which each factor 
is considered. 

If USDA ofdcials venture to decide a natural disaster, it is often 
too late to gain a full appreciation for the seriousness of the jHOb- 
lem. This happened last year when officials came to the Magic 
Valley to check the drought during the only rain in the middle irf a 
dry summer season. 

Certainly, the Governor and those of us in the affected area 
should have a better understanding of the needs of the local pro- 
ducers and the on-going nature of the emergency. At the same 
time, it is my understanding that with this legislation, the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture will have more authority to implement the pro- 
gram and to do so in a timely manner. 

He will no longer need a presidential declaration to act on sever- 
al of the programs, nor will he have to go throi^h the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency if more than one pn^ram ia 
under consideration. 

We are particularly pleased to note that the DepEuiment vrill 
have to respond rapidly to any emergency request. Too often, hve- 
stock, crops, even farms have been lost weiiting for the USDA to 
come up with the necessary determinations. 

That same report stresses that what memy of us out in our fields 
know, that even with these new program revisions, help is slow in 
coming and inadequate. This is not a comforting prospect in light 
of an impending droi^ht year, but the help provided by H.R 3081 
could turn a possible tr£igedy into another tough but survivable 
struggle. 
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Thank you for your support and interest in Idaho's farmers and 
those throughout the Nation faced with natural disasters that 
could ruin a lifetime of hard work overnight. 

We encourage you ta approve this legislation to consolidate emer- 
gency feed programs and provide assistance where and how it is 
needed and when it is needed. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jenks appears at the conclusion 
of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Next, Mr. Bill Mendenhall, general manager, 
Union Seed of Burley, Idaho Feed and Grain A^ociation, and Pa- 
ciiic Northwest Feed Association. 

STATEMENT OF BILL MENDENHALL, GENERAL MANAGER, UNION 
SEED COMPANY OF BURLEY, ON BEHALF OF THE IDAHO FEED 
AND GRAIN ASSOCIATION, PACIFIC NORTHWEST GRAIN AND 
FEED ASSOCIATION, AND THE AMERICAN FEED INDUSTRY AS- 
SOCIATION 

Mr. Mendenhall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Congressman Stal- 
]iagB. 

I have been asked to appear this evening on behalf of those three 
allied oi^anizations. 

The Idaho Feed and Grain Association and the Pacific Northwest 
Grain find Feed Association along with the Americeui Feed Indus- 
try Association, we represent about 200 commercied feed manufac- 
ttu-ing companies. All three of these orgeuiizations strongly support 
the basic concepts embodied in H.R, 3081. 

There are three areas, after studying this, in which we believe 
the bill could be improved to strengthen the Federeii assistance pro- 
grams and their ability to respond to the crisis situation in a 
timely manner. 

The comments that I will make quickly this evening are directed 
toward providing a brief outline of these three areas which we 
think would improve this bill. 

First, the commercial feed industiy believes that H.R. 3081 
should provide livestock producers with the flexibility of deciding 
the types of feeds that are necessary for their herds. 

Instead of simply giving producers bulk commodities from our 
CCC^rain inventories, for example, we believe that these produc- 
ers would be better served if they could purchase the feed that they 
require from their local feed manufacturers and have the price of 
that feed discounted to reflect the price of the emergency feed as- 
nstance allocation to which they are entitled. 

This so-called feed dealer option is not a new idea. Section 407 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 gave the Secretary of Agriculture the 
discretion to use feed dealers and companies as the first line of as- 
BJstance for livestock producers affected by the drought, flooding or 
any other natural disaster. 

Ab H.R. 3081 is currently written, the feed-dealer option appears 
to have been inadvertently left out, we suppose and hope, from sec- 
tion 10, where we would feel that it would be strongly — we would 
strongly urge for you to put it in. 

Our second point that we would like to bring out is we believe 
that the livestock producers also should be able to use generic com- 
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modity certificates in their dealings with local feed manufacturers 
or grain and warehousing firms. 

With this additional provision added to section 5 of this particu- 
lar bill, the farmer would simply trade the feed company with ge- 
neric certificates and the feed company would be able to restock 
their grain inventory at a later date with CCC inventory when the 
certificate is resold. 

The new subsection, we would say, which should read, in provid- 
ing assistance, the Secretary may make in-kind payments through 
the issuemce of negotiable certificates which the Commodity Credit 
Ck)rporation shall redeem for commodity in accordance with r^ula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary. 

The addition of this subsection would enable feed companies in 
drought stricken areas, for example, to provide nutritious feeds to 
their Eiffected customers Emd replace their stocks from other parts 
of the country that are not affected by the local drought conditions. 

The third recommendation is that we have a definition of eligible 
feeds added to section 8. 

Our definition would read, eligible feed meeuis euiy type of feed, 
such as feed grain, mixed feed and liquid supplemental feed, rough- 
age, pasture, forage, etc. Anything that best suits the eligible 
farmer or rancher's livestock operation's nutritional requirements 
emd is consistent with accepted feeding practices and which is not 
produced by the applicant. 

With the inclusion of these three amendments to the sections 
noted, the members of the Idaho Feed and Grain Association, the 
Pacific Northwest and the American Feed Industry Association, be- 
lieve that H.R. 3081 would be an excellent piece of legislation, 
which assures livestock producers and USDA ofHcials with the 
maximum flexibility they deserve when they try to respond to the 
crisis conditions, and we thank you for the opportunity to testify 
this evening. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Mendenhall appears at the con- 
clusion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stbnholm. Thank you. 

Mr. Glen Ross. 

STATEMENT OF GLEN E. ROSS, OWNER, FAIRVIEW POULTRY 
FARM 

Mr. Ross. Well, I thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stallings. 

I got into this a little bit late. I read about it in the paper, and I 
stopped over at Mr. Stallings' office to find out what it was ^iwut. I 
represent the poultry industry in Meigic Veilley. In fact, you are 
looking at him. I am the only one left. All the rest of them either 
went bankrupt or burnt out. 

So, I wrote this and my wife typed it for me. When she put it 
down in front of me she said, "I got better things to do than typing 
these things up for some politician". 

I am Glen Ross. I emd my wife, Pauline, own and operate a poul- 
try farm at Richfield, Idaho, and we are underneath Magic Reser- 
voir. We have 12,000 laying hens, 4,500 growing pullets, also 23 
head of steer. 



.bv Google 



61 

I usually have 35 to 40 head of cattle, but due to the drought, we 
refrained from purchasing any. I own 160 acres, 80 of which I farm, 
and 80 I rent out. 

From our poultry business, we process between 7,500 to 9,000 
^gs per day. We hire five part-time employees to procesB eggs 
da£y. 1 do my own deliveries to institutions and grocery stores 3 
days weekly in the Magic Valley. 

I am in favor of this bill, H.R. 3081, because during the drought 
of 1977, I did not receive any assistance from the Government for 
feed. At that time, chickens were not included as livestock in the 
USDA. 

I appealed to the local ASCS. They recommended I go to the na- 
tional — the State. I went there and we went to the national, but no 
results. I ran into red tape, telling me that I had to get the law 
changed, but they were concerned about my plight. I petitioned my 
Congressman and got the same results. They, too, were concerned. 

Finally, in about 1982, the USDA decided to include poultry as 
livestock. Long eifter the droi^ht of 1977 was over. Once again, we 
were faced with a drought, worse than 1977. As before, I am re- 
turning my farming operations to a minimum because of the lack 
of water. I usually buy locally-produced feed, but now I will have to 
have it shipped in at a greater cost, and also with the low price of 
^gs at this time, £Uid the higher feed and operating expenses, we 
wiU not be able to survive economically, and I am not kidding. 

Right now, it is costing me 15 cents a dozen just to sell a dozen 
^gs. Now, if you think people are in a plight, take a good look at 
one. This haa been going on for about 2 to 3 years. 

I could go on and on for hours and hours, but I have only got 5 
minutes. Anything would be better than what we have. This is the 
way I look at it. I pounded on politicians' doors, talked to Congress- 
men, their underlings, their aides, their whatever, and I run into 
the same thing. A brick wall of red tape. 

"Sorry, but we will have to change the law." Well, why do you 
not change the law? "Well, that will take some doing." Well, why 
do you not do it? "Well, I am concerned." I come away with a 
pretty nasty taste in my mouth and I am sorry it is still there. 

See, you was not in Congress at that time, Mr. Stallings. 

Mr. Stallings. That is right. 

Mr. Ross. Or I would be layii^ for you. 

But that is about all 1 have. The poultry industry is really going 
through a crisis at this time with the adverse publicity of Salmo- 
nella and high blood cholesterol. I do not know why they have to 
pick on us. With a little exercise, you do not need to worry about 
cholesterol, and if you cook an egg like you usually cook most 
things, you do not nave to worry about Salmonella, but, neverthe- 
less, we have a 20-percent drop in the consumption of eggs at this 
time. 

It reflects on the price, too. I am taking less money right now 
than I did in 1961. In 1961, I was getting 52 cents. I got records. 
Fifty-two cents a dozen for my eggs. I am getting 50 now. That is 
for large eggB. 

I was buying all the grain in 1961 I wanted for $1.50 a hundred, 
concentrates $5. Now, it is costing me $4.50 for beu-ley, $5 for corn, 
and $15 for concentrates. Really and truly, I do not know how I am 
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going to make it through this year without some sort of assistance 
somewhere. 

Maybe the FmHA is going to get into the poultry business. Tha 
have gotten in the dairy business. Maybe they will get in the pnu- 
try business. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Stenholm. Before I turn to Mr. Stallings, Mr. Roes, I am 
happy to report that your Congressmfm today has got in his bill 
the term "livestock meaning poultry." 

Mr. Ross. Well, I thfuik you, sir. 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Stallings. 

Mr. Stalungs. Just shows his influence. He is a man that gets 
things done. 

Well, again, I appreciate the testimony, as I think the comments 
have been very h^pful and very constructive. 

Again, I get the rnipression of need, that obviously in some of our 
central Idaho counties, there is a drought, and that we ne«l to do 
something that current law is not adequate or if current law is ade- 
quate, it is not being implemented adequately to resolve this. 

So, there is some sense of need that this kind of legislation needs 
to be addressed or something similar to. 

I appreciate the comments from these gentlemen. 

Mr. Stenholm, I will turn it over to you. I have no other ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Stenholm. One other observation, Mr. Ross, since apparent- 
ly you went home and expressed your frustration to your good wife 
concerning your frustration with politics and politicians. 

Mr. Ross. Well, that was original. That is all for the record now, 
fella. 

Mr. Stenholm. I was just going to observe, since you should have 
a much better taste in your mouth after tonight that you will 
report favorably to your wife and that everybody will be better off. 

Mr. Ross. I shall. 

Mr. Stenholm. Yourself included. 

No questions. However, I think Mr. Mendenhall's testimony was 
the first we had heard concerning the feed dealer option choice. I 
believe in light of the success that we have had with PIK certifi- 
cates and the flexibility which they provide, that your suggestion 
has considerable merit. 

Flexibility is always helpful. R^id rules from Washington or 
anywhere else are tough to administer and the more flexibility we 
can give, the better. 

I have no further questions of this panel. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. Ross. I have one more comment on this. 

Mr. Stenholm. Surely. 

Mr. Ross. I have 6 acres of set-aside. That is just covered with 
volunteer grain because the man that did the combine last year 
done a poor job. I have to disk that up. I am not nmnii^ no 23 
head of steers on that for a couple of weeks. That saved me a 
couple of weeks of haying, but I am going to have to disk it up be- 
cause he said no grazing. 

Mr. Stenholm. That goes back to my question of flexibility. 
Where you have a drought, I want to make the record perfectly 
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iKpping in our programs. 

From the standpoint of talking about emergency conditions, it 
really does not make sense to diiallow you 20 days grazing or, in 
my constituency's situation at home, maybe 2 weeks additional 
grazing. 

That is what we are talking about with the need of some flexibil- 
ity. 

ThEUik you all very much. 

Mr. Stallings, do you have any final comments? 

Mr. Stallings. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me just take a moment to thank you again for coming here. 
As you stated earlier, the system does work. This law or this bill is 
a long ways from passage. There is some very, very obvious prob- 
lems with it and I think that the best way we can find out about 
those problems is to bring it out and have these hearii^s. 

I think the testimony has been excellent. I am not surprised by 
the testimony from USDA in opposition. The last 2 years on our 
Agriculture Committee, they have opposed virtually everything 
that we have dealt with, from Farm Credit System to essentially 
the farm bill to the Export Enhancement Program to my land ex- 
change proposal over in Eeistern Idaho. 

So, that position is very clear and very understandable. I do 
think some of the positions they brought out were noteworthy and 
something that we are going to have to consider. 

This is not going to be acted upon in any great haste. We 80*6 
going to work it trough very carefully and, in fact, it may not 
appear as a piece of separate legislation but may appear as part of 
the 1990 farm bUl. 

I would like to ask that the witnesses that are still here with us 
this evening, as we go through this drought condition in the next 
few months, please let us know of the response. The intent of the 
USDA is timeliness. I would hope that it is, in fact, something that 
does happen, and I would hope that you would keep us informed 
because if their programs are working as was testified to earlier, if 
they are doing the kinds of jobs that the intent of the seven differ- 
ent programs was designed to do, then perhaps this kind of unifica- 
tion of the programs is not necessary. 

But from ray experience, that has not been the case, and I would 
hope that you would let us know, keep us informed. We are going 
to have a first-class example of that as we go through this drought 
year, that we should be able to tell very, very effectively if, in fact, 
USDA is doing the job that they testifieid they were doing. 

We will continue to work to try to streamline these progreuns. 
We are certainly not going to impose some new bureaucratic level 
on anyone. We want to make the system work because we feel that 
the Government does have a responsibility to be of assistance 
during times of drought or during times of crisis. 

As Mr. Stenholm said very eloquently, we cannot help everyone 
with everything that is lost, but we can provide what the President 
has called a safety net so that these natural disasters do not create 
undue hardships on large parts of our population. 

So, I appreciate being part of this this evening. I appreciate 
watching the system work. I have learned a great deal this 
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evening. I have come to understand some of the problems that the 
bill will try to address Emd perhaps does not address what we 
would want it to. 

So, I will work with you and look to your leadership in crafting 
something that does address those problems, gives us the flexibility 
we need, and gives the taxpayers the best value for their dollar. 

Mr, Stenholm. Thank you, Richard. 

I, too, have learned something this evening. It has been a good 
hearing. 

We hope that there are a few things that we have learned to- 
n^;ht that are going to find their way into the task force recom- 
mendations and make the current program work a little better. 

With that we will stand adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 10:15 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub- 
ject to the call of the Chair.] 

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 
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Statoient oi; HlcJUMl H. Duff 

ConfidenCtal AsslsUnt to the Assistant Sacrstary foe Econanlcs 

U.S. Dop«rta«nt of Rgelcultuce 

tofoie the 

Canaltteo an AQFlcultura 

Subcomlttee on Livastock, DaiEy and laultry 

U.S. House of lMpe«s«ntatluas 

my 13, 1933 



Mf. ChalEtun and Mentocs of the Suboonmittee, I «n pl«M«d to tMV« this 
cvportunlty today to discuss with ycu H.R. 30B1, a bill antitlodt 'Baatgency 
LivMtock F«ad Aseietwce Act of 1987.* 

H.R. 3081 would, theOFMically, cotisolldata and inprove sxlsting livestock 
faed assistance ptograns aAnintstsFed by the Secretacy of ftgrlculture. 
H.R. 3081 would also, mong othoF things, create legislative authority for two 
additional livestock feed assistance pcograns. ITiese are the Ba^ 
Tran^ioFtatlcr Assistanoa PHogrm and the Livestock TianspoEtatian Assistance 
Pcogean, Ne do not fael that this authority is deslsable, based on cue past 
experience with these progran. Also, In light of the crltlclm the 
iUilnlstratlon and the Congress have already roceivad over the amount of money 
rxxf being spent on fann program, it Is loperatlve that we draw the line on 
new authorities. 

nte Htv Tsansportation Assistance Peogeao (KEhPl and the Cattle Tran^ortatlon 
Assistance Pvogim wove li^lenanted in the fall of 1976 under the authority of 
ttn Disaster Relief Act of 1974, as traended, and section 8 of the Faowr to 
CcoMner Direct Harkatlng Act of 1976. Ihls was because there w*ie no longer 
■uffident stocks of Ccmnodity Credit Corporation [CCO-owned feed grains 
which could be made available for use In alleviating feed shortages due to 
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>ll Hiilji wldeqiraad adverse weather conditions in the country. At that tiM 
than wBB authority to mke fead available foir sucti purposes under Ssction 407 
of the J^rlcultural Act of 1949 and the Act of Septenber 21, 1959. 
Subsequently, section llOS of the Food and AgFtcultuie Act of 1977 waa enacted 
which provides that the Secsetary, through CCC, nay piowlde cost share 
assistance to eligible pioduoets Cor the purchase of feed for their livestoA 
In certain disaster situations. These three existing pieces of legislation 
piovide Mple authority to moice available to ellgtble livestock peoducets a 
wide range of llvestoclc feed assistance. 

The enactment of H.R. 3081 could also gieatly slow down the ii^lanntatlcn of 
both Ota BoBcgancy Feed Prajcmn (BPP), also referred to as the feed 
cost-sharing pcograni and the Bnsrgency Peed Assistance Progr a m (ffAP) , undar 
whidi CCC-owned feed grain Is made available for purduwe Cor sucti purposes. 
n.R. 30B1 would regulFe that any requests for a determination of an eoMrgency 
by the Secretary of Agriculture could be made only at the discretion of the 
r of the affected State after consultation with a qieclal State 



At the present tins, the request for assistance under either of these feed 
pgogr m s can be initiated ty the county Aorlcultural Stabilliatien and 
Conaervatlon (AX) comittee. 
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Ho state A9C conalttae nwlms the request and nakes Its Eecaaoandatian to 
tha national Agiicultural Stabilization and Conservation Seirvlce (AS3S) 
offioa. in the cose oE tha SP, the Deputy Mkntntstrator, State and County 
Operaticna [DASCO) of ASCS can qiprove tha Infileraantatlon providing the 
docunantatton nqiporte the fact that a natural dtsastar has occucrod which haa 
affected the livestock feed In tha county. In the case of the ^AP, this sane 
pBoceduce is folloMed except that the national ASCS office nakae a 
Eecomendatlon to the Sacretacy of Agriculture and the Secretary of 
Agriculture nakea the deteialnatlon as to the authoriiation to laplenant tha 



MB feel that current laglalatlon provides i» with sufflcianc authority to 
tinely li^loient a viable feed Bssietance prograi. Pot exoqde. In 19SS when 
nuch of the southaastsm onlted States waa adversely affactad ty the draught, 
the Sacrvtaiy of AQrleulturo had CCC-ounad grain nKTved froa storage facilities 
In tha Hlduest to areas in tha Southeast iiihare atoeage was available, nils 
was necessary to nake znre feed grains available under the ffAP. 
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Mdltlonal ^p«« and oradss of grain hbeb mads avalloU* toe puniiase. Also, 
Hhflfi It becoN acpaewit that disastsr-tiEEected pcoduoan na«dad mo** than ]ust 
gnln for their livaatodc, the Sacratacy of MgEicultuEa Imili— iilail the lead 
ooBt-tftarlng pEogrm in ocdei that livestock produoeES could puEdtaae the typ* 
of feed that best suited theic operaticn. Ha also Increased the aaxIntB 
■mint of coat aharlng under this progta* frm 3 cents per pound feed grain 
equivalent to 5 cents per pound. Currently, the coet-tfiaring peynents aie 
aide in generic conncdity certificates so that producers have the flexibility 
to sell the oertiflcates for cash or exchange than t<x CCC-owned coanodities. 

Uso In accordance with the 1949 Act, the grazing of acr»ags Mhich is 
designated as Acrsage Conservation Deserve (KR) and as Conserving Dm (CU) 
acreage in accordance with the productloi adjusbaent pecgrms. Is peiMitted 
except during the S-oafuecutive-oonth period between April I, 1988( and 
October 31, 1938, as deteminad by the State jqrlcultural Stabllttatlcn an] 
Conserratlon (ASCI ccnoittea. Hayli^ la not allowed except under aBeEgerK^ 
conditions unless tt Is determined, based i^ion Infoenatlon sutnitted by the 
State ASC comittee, that haying will not produce an adverse eccncnic effect 
in the State. As of Hi^ 10, 23 States have requested this action and all have 



Ihe Agricultural Stabilisation and Ccmaervaticn Service (AX;s) has also 
danloped pEOceduE* to penait the anergency haying and grazing during the 
5 Month noo-grazlng period of *CR and CU In the event of the occurrence of a 
CMtural disaster. If it can be shown that auch action would not produce an 
adverse eccncnic effect In the effected area. Both of these options, remain 
available tod<v t°' producers In natural disaster-effected areas. 
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n (Ktditlcn, we hava aeveeal oCheE concerns with the bill. I will cnly 
ention a few in w/ testinony. 



Ihe 30 percent Ices in livestock feed figure is too low. Normal 
fluctuation In crctw Ercn year to year is between 34 and 28 percent. 
Acoordlngly, we recornrBnd that a higher loss requirenenC be used. 
Dur current loss requirarunts for •ligibllity are 40 percent loss of 
all faQd crops. Including pasture, on the farm. 

The cwitecsorae aaIlinistrati^Fe reqiilranents of H,R. 3081 are well 
Illustrated ty the bill's epeclEled tlate fron which the producer's 
feed scarcity nuat be determined — It Is the date on whlcA the State 
Qovemor requests emergency declaration. Prc^rans currently In place 
make determinations baaed on the date the producer applies far 
assistance and are, therefore, nuch nrira timely in their responses to 
true emergencies than aould be the system created ty this bill. 
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H» aee no new] to establisii a special «iieegency boaod. N» aleeady 
have In place the Food and Agciculture Council IFtC) which haa a 
Bubconnittee Eoe Qaaitjency PiograBS, The A9CS State Executive 
Director is the FfC Vioe ChairperBcn, Boeigency Piogran. Hwiati'ihip 
on the coDEiCtee Is made up of repreaentatives frcn rscs, ARUS, BS, 
Pn«A, FNS, F5I5, F5, REh, SIS, and mSS. In addition, 

lepceaentatlvea fcom Federal BMvgency Management Agency (PSA}, 
ODVecnor'a BneEnancy CooidlnatOE, State IMpartnant of AorlculCuie, 
State Civil Defense Dlractov, Indian Telbsl Couv:ils and oUMr 
oppr^ciabB officials an invited to neMlngs of the rfC. 

The Secretary of Agriculture oust take into considecatlon the iapact 
of li^lonntlng p iograaa on a national scale as they uy aff»ct all 
se^aenta of the eooncmy including ocomodlty producers, llve*tod( 
producera, ^rl-buainaea and oortsuaers. W also hove to conatdec the 
effect on traditional h^ and feed producers. The Secretary of 
Agciculture must also weigh Ota roaiflcatlorB of produoera relying an 
livestock feed pFogrvB and the possible intact on noaial Mrketln;^ 
of livestock. In this ll^t USDh feels that any auch authority 
should be discretionary rather than mandatory. 
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In ooncluBian, there Is sufficient legislative authority to tljwly inpl«ment 
viable «wcgency llvestodt feed programs that can bast fit the needs of 
•Liglble liveatodc producers. Nb feel that enactment of H.R. 30S1 will not 
only significantly delay tha IqpIeRBntatlon of the livestock feed pFogcanB In 
a tlae of need but will also greatly, an! unnocessarlly, Incraase the costs of 
the prograns. Nb do not feel that it Is necessary or desirable to consolidate 
Uw statutory authority Cor these many progt^as nor do Me find that it wxild 
lapfcve thsn. Therefoie, the DepacOent oF Agiicultuie (USIK) oppoeee the 
t of H.R. lOSl. 



Qua* you, Mr. Chaintan, I will be happy to answer ar^ queatlons at this tine. 
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TESTIMONY ON THE EHERGENC7 LIVESTOCK FEED ASSISTANCE ACT 

SENATOR JOHN PEAVEY, DISTRICT 22, 

STATE SENATE AGRICULTURAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE MEMBER 

I welcome the Commlttse to Idaho and thank Chaiman Stenholm 
and CongreBBman Stallinga for their intsrest in Idaho farmers . 
My name is John Peavay. I have a liveatoclc operation north and 
south of Carey, and also serve in the State Senate on the 
Agricultural Affairs Committee. It is a committee to which I 
have just recently returned, doing so deliberately because of my 
interest, or should I aay my deep concern over the future, of 
this important industry both in Idaho and throughout the country. 

I commend the work of the Subcommittee on Livestock, Dairy 
and Poultry, and you Congressnian Stallings, aB aponBor of this 
legislation. It is notoriously difficult to receive emergency aid 
of most kinds and with the impending drought facing many Idaho 
farmers this legislation would take a step to prove that the 
government can work with us. While the sky nay be grey today, and 
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there have boon some welcomo raire in recent dayi, our reaervolrB 
and creeks are alarmingly low and will remain so. 

Many farmers will be short two cuttincfs of hay due to the 
certain shortage of irrigation water later in the season. 
Alfalfa fields have already been weakened by last year's drought. 
Faced with a more severe water shortage this year, farmers can 
expect no more than one half of a crop. And should the drought 
break, past experience has shown that mother nature often 
overplays her hand and we night face even nore dramatic weather 
hardships. This two year drought coupled with a severe winter 
could push many sound livestock operations over the edge. Even 
if we face a drought, at a nininun, livestock operators will be 
in trouble because fall and winter pastures will be non-existent. 

I have pictured the situation in Idaho but these conditions 
appear to be true for most of the West. In light of this 
impending crisis, many who have staked their futures in 
agriculture could be out of business by next spring. This on top 
of the existing hard times faced by many in this industry could 
provide a crippling blow to the U.S. economy. 

I endorse the Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Act for 
its attempt to get aid to distressed industries as quickly as 
possible. Responding to the crisis and providing aid at the time 
it is needed, not six months later as is often the case, can 
mean the difference between survival and ruin for many farmers 
and ranchers. 

I also support this legislation because of the flexibility 
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it provides Btatea to determine the kind of assistance that will 
be appropriate for the emergency its producers face. Currently 
these decisions rest with the Departnent of Agriculture and 
several of these measures require a presidential declaration 
before aid is dispensed. If these decisions are made by people 
2,000 miles plus from the scene of the disaster it is impossible 
to guarantee that the proper aid will be forthcoming and that it 
would be dispensed rapidly enough to respond to the crisis. 
I commend the effort put forth in this legislation to 
consolidate these emergency livestock feed measures. This 
coordination can only laad to more efficient management and 
distribution of program benefits. Thank you. 



^ 
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TESTIHDHY BEFORE THE HOUSE AOtlCULIURE SinCOHIIITEE ON LIVESTOCK, DAIRY, AND 
POW.TRY PRESENTED BY RICHARD R. RUSH, DIRECTOR, IDAHO DEPARTICKT OF 
AiERICU.TUItE 

Twin Falls, Idaho - May 13, 19BS 
The Honorable Charles H. Stenholn, Chairman 
The Honorable Richard Stallings 
Congressmen Stenholm and Stallings: 

Thank you for tailing the time to visit our state to hear the views of 
Idaho livestock producers and other interested Idahoans. Please accept ny 
official welcome from Governor Andrus and the citizens of the state of Idaho. 

I have previously connented on H.R. 3081 in February of this year, and as 
1 stated at that tiae, 1 support the legislation. This bill enables the 
Governor to request eaergency feed assistance for livestock in the event of 
any natural disaster that adversely affects the supply of feed or nakes it 
financially difficult for farmers to acquire the necessary feed for livestock. 

The bill also consolidates the narious USDA emergency feed programs into 
one program, Baking for better coordination, quicker response, and nore 
assistance when it is needed. 

After conducting sone research on this bill, it was interesting to find 
much broader authority in both USOA and the Federal Emergency Managenient 
Agency to implement several more emergency assistance programs than were 
previously known, certainly to those of us at the state and county levels. 
H.R. 3081 will pull these programs together into one consistent and 
streamlined assistance package. That alone should help USDA do its job more 
efficiently and provide on-the-ground assistance to our producers on a nore 
timely basis. 

During the last two years, Idaho has suffered from a severe water 
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shortage, that has caused hardship on Many Idaho fanwrs. Five of our 
counties were recently declared disaster areas by USDA because of the 1987 
drought. Because of this experience, I have been directly Involved in 
requesting disaster and emergency benefits from USDA for our producers. I 
can tell you that the USDA system is very confusing, cumbersome and slow to 

It is only fair to acknowledge the cooperation we have received from the 
USDA county and state officials and their vigilance in monitoring local 
conditions and in preparing the necessary damage assessaent reports. Hovfever, 
these good intentions cannot overcoae the lack of enthusiasn from federal 
officials in Washington, D.C. 

I can also tell you, that without the Governor's involvenent, and without 
constant attention from my office and congressional offices, USDA pays very 
little attention to requests from the county and state ASCS committees for 
emergency assistance. Even with letters from the Governor and county 
officials, the response is very slow. More alaming, federal ASCS officials 
on the county and state level do not have a clear understanding of the 
benefits available, and the procedure to malce application. The reason for 
this, in my opinion, is that there are no clear guidelines established by USDA 
for emergency disaster assistance. 

The mast important aspect of H.R. 3081 is that it clearly explains the 
benefits available from USDA, and provides a simple and clear procedure for 
making application. It also nandates a tiaely response fron USDA for approval 
or rejection of the requests. 

Let me give you some examples of confusion in the current prograa. 
Currently, there are two separate disaster assistance systens within USDA. 
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The first is for assistance fron the Farmers Hooe Adafnistration. This 
request for low-interest emergency loans can only be initiated by the 
Governor. The second is for ASCS assistance that includes the emergency 
conservation (ECP) and annual conservation (ACP) programs and the emergency 
livestock assistance prograas incorporated in H.R. 30St. It has been my 
experience that some local ASCS, SCS and FnHA officials are confused on the 
difference between the two. County Conmissioners have even less 
understanding, and often request the Governor for assistance when the request 
should nore properly go to the State ASCS Committee for further action. 

Earlier this year, I wrote to our County Cwmiissioners outlining the 
various USDA programs and procedures for application, but in at least one 
county the USDA emergency coHiittee recomended to the comnissi oners that the 
emergency request be sent to the Governor when it should have gone directly to 
the state ASCS officials. 

Another weakness of the current system is the long delay in approving 
disaster relief, particularly with the FiHA emergency loans. The Governor 
submitted disaster requests for U counties last year. Five of these 1987 
requests were finally approved in March of this year, at the same time new 
requests were being prepared for the 198S drought. This process is confusing 
for the County and State officials attempting to manage the progran, but more 
importantly, it is confusing for the producers. 

I realize this Subcomnittee may not have primary Jurisdiction over some 
of these disaster programs, but I hope to leave you with an overall picture of 
how these programs are currently implemented and suggestions for improvement. 
Let me assure you that I have shared these same views with USDA officials. 
ASCS Administrator Hilton Hertz toured some of our more seriously affected 
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areas earlier this aonth and tie assured us that ASCS has taken steps to 
streanline and expedite Its disaster declaration and assistance procedures. I 
applaud these efforts, Init I believe pressure is still needed froa the 
Congress to ensure that eaergency assistance is not too little and too late 
which has often been the case in the past. 

In conclusion, I would like to thank you for your willingness to examine 
these prograas. Governor Andrus and 1 support this legislation and other 
efforts that may be underway to coordinate and improve all of USDA's disaster 
assistance prograns. 
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79 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 

^UNvetsltyofldaho 



Teatlmony Pretented to: 

U.S. HouBfl of RopresantativM 

Commfttse on Agrlculluro 

Subcommltlee on Livestock, Dairy and Poultry 



Sub Commlttse Hearing in Twin Falls, Idaho 

TMtlmony Pressntad by: 

Robsrt M. Ohlwisetiten 

Jsroma County 

Extension Agrlcurtural Agent 

Testimony as related to: 

House BUI H.R.3081 



The intent of the bill to consolidate several existing Emergency Livestock Feed 
programs into one, will be of value to producers by simpHying the accessibility of 
producers to an Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance progrems. Further 
benefits of this proposed legislation Include the provision which wil allow the 
Goverr>or within an indhridual state to request that the Secretary of Agrxajlture 
declare a state of emergency. Allowing the Governor to submit the request to the 
Secretary of Agriculture will allow more kxsl input on a crisis situation. This 
procedure coupled with the requlrsments for a timely response from the Secretary 
of Agriculture wlH help to assure tfiat assistance for livestock producers will be 
available before It is too late to be of value. SimpKfying the procedures for making 
arequestforadedarationof emergency and the timely Bvaii^ility of the 

The UnMtnitv of Idiho ii an loual (WPonunllv/iflimiilrH ictlen tfnplnvn. 
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assistance is critical, all too often such programs provide assistance too late due 
to time requirements tor approval and implementation of the program. 

The provisions ot the bill in Section 2 provides tor a wide range of potential 
disasters which would trigesr the availability of assistance to producers in need. 
These provisions do not clarify if a shortage of stock drinking water on rangelands 
would be one of the crisis covered however. 

Item 3 in Section 3, which deals with ihe State Emergency Board, includes 
representation of USDA Agencies that are fourxj within the stales except for (he 
Extension Service. The Extension Service has individuals who are highly traJried 
In livestock nutrition arid production of toragss. TTie other USDA Agencies listed 
in this section do not have as a requirement tor errq^loyment this specialized 
training. In many cases the other agencies tack personnel having the level of 
technk»l trainine in production agriculture to accurately assess the situation. 
There Is a need for Extension Personnel to serve as a source of technical input 
into the nature ot the crisis and to provide Input as to the best metfKxl of 
addressing the crisis within the programs available. An example of the Extension 
Sen/Ice's ability to react to a crisis was ttie 1S85 grasshopper spray program. 
During tfie grasshopper crisis Exterision Personnel dkj grasshopper sun/eys on 
BLM range, private range artd crop land: organized farmer groups resulting in 
millions of acres of Idaho rartge and crop larKl being sprayed in a six vmek period. 
The technical expertise of the Extension Service personnel was critical m 
executing the program. Extension Service personnel are working with a broad 
spectrum of producers within the counties and have the capability of collecting 
much of the data required tor the subntission of a request for an emergency. In 
addition to data collection they have the technical background to analyze the 
situation and to provkte input on possible solutions. 

Section 4 addresses the conditions of ellglbiHty to qualify tor Emergency Livestock 
Feed Assistance. A ma)or concern withm this section is how a loss ot feed on 
range land whether private, BLM or Forest Service would qualify for eligibility. The 
questton that remeins unanswered is wttather a reduction of grass available for 
grazing, qualifies the producer for assistance under this biH. Rangeiand disasters 
are not addressed adequately by this bill, with particular concern on Federally 
owned end leased lartds. An additional concern as it relates to range operations 
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is livestock drinking water stioftages. In many instances there may be sufficient 
grass tor grazing, however, the producers atHlity to use the grass may be reduced 
drasticaHy by W lack of availabilAy of drinking water. Programs such as the 
Emergency Conservation Program provided for improving water systems on 
rangelands In case of Bmergendes or provided tor the transportation of water to 
the liveslock. An additnn to the proposed legislation addressing this issue shouM 
be considered if the proviston of the ECP program dealing with livestock water 
Shortages is no k>nger available to producers as a result of this legislation. 
(Section 10 Repealer - Section HDSoftheAgricutturaiActof 1977, section 407 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949) 

Section 5 deals with tie actual distribution of feed to qualifying producers. The 
use of gr^ns from C.C.C. must alow for the use of aH types of grains that are in 
C.C.C. stocks since the quantities of com alorte m the Western States Is riot 
sufficjertt to meet the needs of any major disaster. 

A question of concern is the amount of funding that is availatile as specified in 
Section 6. Will adequate funding be available in case of need for Emergency 
Livestock Feed Assistance. 



'-(^ft^-..^^ 



'Fkibert M. Ohiensehlen 
Extension Agricultural Agent 
Jerome County 
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Idaho Dairymen's Association, Inc. 
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CmGRESS OF THE UHITED STAHS 

Regarding 

EBERSElia LIVESTOg FEED1II6 PR06RAH 

Presented by 

VICKI PATTERSON 

Director 

IDAHO DAIRYMEN'S ASSOCIATION, INC. 

AT 

Twin Falls, Idaho 
Hay 13, 1988 
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1 would like to preface this statement with a short description 
of the industry, the dairy , industry that i represent in the state of 
Idaho. The Association represents over 2,100 dairies in the state, 
producing over 2.3 billion pounds of milk, employing approximately 
15,000 individuals in the production, processing, transportation 

AND DISTRIBUTION OF ITS HILK AND MILK PRODUCTS. IDAHO IS THE 3rD 
LARGEST MILK PRODUCING STATE IN THE TWELVE WESTERN STATES AND RANKS 

15th in the U.S. We are also the 1th largest manufacturer of 
American cheese in the country. And, because of the nature of our 

PRODUCT WE are EXTREMELY INVOLVED WITH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND 
PROBABLY WILL CONTINUE TO BE AS LONG AS THE COWS PRODUCE THE MILK. 

I don't believe THAT THERE ARE MANY PEOPLE IN THIS COUNTRY AND 
CERTAINLY IN THIS ROOM THAT WOULDN'T AGREE THAT THERE ARE AREAS IN 
ALL OF GOVERNMENT THAT HEED TO BE STREAMLINED IN AN EFFORT TO COME 
BACK TO THE ORIGINAL PURPOSE FOR WHICH CONGRESS PASSED THE LEGISLATION 
CREATING AN AGENCY OR PROGRAM WITHIN AN AGENCY. ThE EMERGENCY LIVE- 
STOCK Feeding Program certainly does not escape that description. 

We commend Congressman Stalling's hard efforts to consolidate 
these programs under one agency, and to streamline the programs 
IH the hopes that the process will be carried out in the most 

EFFICIENT MANNER POSSIBLE. ThE CONGRESSMAN HAS BEEN A KEY PLAYER 
IN LOOKING OUT FOR IdAHO AGRICULTURE AND IS RECOGNIZED BY THE 
PEOPLE I REPRESENT FOR HIS MANY FINE EFFORTS. 

The concept behind HR 3081 is one we strongly support. How- 
ever, THERE ARE SOME THINGS IN THIS PARTICULAR PIECE OF LEGISLATION 
AS IT NOW STANDS THAT WE FEEL MAY NEED A LITTLE MORE WORK AND OTHER 
-1- 
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AREAS THAT HAVE GARNERED TOO MANY DIFFEREHT INTERPRETATIONS TO 
BE ACCOMPLISHING WHAT WE UNDERSTAND THE INTENT OF THE LEsrsLATlON 
TO BE. 

He are ALL AWARE THAT THESE PROGRAMS HAVE MOT BEEN HAMASED WITH 
THE EFFICIENCY OR UNDERSTANDING OF THE PROBLEMS OUT IN THE FIELD, 
SHOULD HAVE SEEN. STANDING IN YOUR OWN FIELD WATCHING CROPS DIE OR 
HATCHING OTHERWISE HEALTHY ANIMALS DIE FROM LACK OF FEED HOST 
DEFINITELY HAS A FAR GREATER IMPACT THAN IT DOES SITTING IN AN OFFICE 

IN Washington D.C. reading about it oh paper. The real "tlNSUfiPRISE" 

WOULD BE to discover HOW MANY OF THOSE PEOPLE DEALING M(TH THESE 

programs have never even been on a farm. 

i read with disbelief the description of just some of the areas 
in which bad management and even less understanding of the situation, 
in the area in which the drought occurred. 

as an example, the commodity. office insisting in making large 
amounts of wheat available and wheat only with the explanation that 
there was a lot of surplus wheat in the area and it cost less because 

IT WAS CLOSE TO THE DROUGHT AREA. ThE FACT THAT THE WHEAT WOULD HAVE 
TO BE PROCESSED TO MAKE IT USABLE AND THAT IF HOT FED IN EXTREMELY 
CAREFUL AMOUNTS IT COULD KILL THE ANIMALS DID HOT SEEM TO BE OF CON- 
CERN TO THOSE ADMINISTERING THE PROGRAM. ThREE OF THE FOUR DISASTER 
STRUCK STATES DURING THE PERIOD OF OCTOBER TO DECEMBER, 1985 INCLUD- 
ING Idaho, although in trouble did hot request a much needed feed 

ALLOCATIOMi OhE HAS TO ASSUME THAT THEY WANTED TO TRY TO KEEP THEIR 

cattle alive. 

In another ihstancEj some producers who desperately needed to 
participate in efap were required to transport those grains them- 
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SELVES FOR AS MUCH AS THO HUNDRED MILES, THUS HULLIFYtHG THE ECONOHIC 
HELP THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN AVAILABLE UNDER THE PROGRAH HUCH CLOSER 
TO HONE. In many cases they didn't GET AS FAR AS THE ECONOMIC FACTORS 
BECAUSE THEY JUST PLAIN DIDN'T HAVE THE TRUCKS TO MOVE THE GRAIN! ThIS 
OCCURED ALTHOUGH APPROVAL HAD ALREADY BEEN GIVEN TO THE DEPARTMENT OF 
Ag to transport THOSE GRAINS AT GOVERNMENT EXPENSE IN THE EVENT OF A 
SERIOUS EMERGENCY TO THE AREA AFFECTED. IT TOOK A LAW TO FINALLY 
GET THEM TO RESPOND. HeANWHILE FARMERS AND THEIR LIVESTOCK HERE IN 

heal trouble. 

Turnover time from time of reouest to implementation in some 
cases have been unreasonably long considering that they are dealing 
with an emergency and the program is being run by "experts." h.h. 
3081 deals mith that in what i consider to be reasonable tine de- 
termination on page 3 of the bill. twenty-five (25) days should 

CERTAINLY BE LONG ENOUGH. ThE LENGTH OF TURN AROUND RESPONSE TINE 
WAS IN SOME CASES UNREASONABLE, THE AMOUNT OF GRAIN MOVED HOT ENOUGH 
OR AT THE WRONG TIME SO THAT THE PHRASE TOO LITTLE TOO LATE HAS 
BECOME AN APT DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAMS. A CUT OFF DATE SHOULD 
BE LEGISLATED, HaNY TIMES IT IS THE ONLY WAY WE HAVE OF GETTING 
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO RESPOND TO THE NEEDS OF THE PEOPLE. EvEK 
THEN, THE LAWS ARE SUBJECT TO THE WHIMS OF THE PEOPLE ADMINISTERING 
THEM WHO don't HAVE TO ANSWER TO THE PUBLIC UNTIL THE GROUND SHELL 

becomes almost of tidal wave proportions. 

When some of the research was done for this legislation, it 
has discovered that there are actually seven programs on the books 
dealing with the emergency feed, only two of those are being used 
at the present time. some of the others are administered under other 
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DEPARTHENTS SO USDft MILL NOT CONSIDER IHEH AHO SOME OF THEM ARE JUST 
NOT LIKED BY THE SECRETARY. ThE CONCEPT OF HAVING ALL OF THEM UNDER 
ONE ROOF IS AN EXCELENT ONE. OhE REQUEST FROM A STATE FOR EMERGENCY 
AID SHOULD TRIGGER A CONSIDERATION OF ALL THE PROGRAMS THAT ARE AVAIL- 
ABLE. The one that best suits the situation should be kicked in. 
Local ASCS offices should hot have to make seperate application for 

EACH ONE. 

Anything that can be done to consolidate the programs hill benefit 

the ASCS OFFICE IF IT ELIMINATES A PROFUSIONS OF PAPERWORK AND THUS 
MAKES THE WHOLE PROCESS LESS COMPLICATED FOR THE FARMER. IF THE 

area oualifies for disaster aid, it initially should qualify for all 
the programs under the criteria for mhich the designation has been 
approved. 

Drafters of H.R. 3081 indicate that adding new programs has 
certainly not their intent, they mere just attempting to place all 

THE PROGRAMS UNDER ONE ROOF. ThE CHANGES IN THEIR DESCRIPTION AND 
TITLES WERE MEANT TO SIMPLIFY THEIR DESCRIPTIONS SO THAT THEY MOULD 
BE BETTER UNDERSTOOD BY THE PEOPLE MHO REQUEST THEM, BENEFIT FROM 
THEM AND ADMINISTER THEM, HOWEVER, THE MAY THEY ARE PRESENTED ON 
PAGE 5 OF THE BILL HAS MET WITH NUMEROUS INTERPRETATION AS TO WHAT 
THAT SECTION REALLY SAYS. FoR THIS REASON ME FEEL THAT THAT SECTION 
MUST BE REDRAFTED IF IT IS TO ACCOMPLISH MHAT THE STATED GOALS ARE 
TO BE. 

1 ALSO HAVE RESERVATIONS ABOUT PAGE 2 UNDER APPLICATION AND 
DECISION MAKING. NhETHER INADVERTANTLY OR ON PURPOSE THE CoUNTY 

ASCS Emergency Board has been eliminated. It is our opinion that 

THE PEOPLE CLOSEST TO THE PROBLEM SHOULD BE THE ONES TO MAKE THE 
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INITIAL DECISION THAT AN ENERGENCY EXISTS. NOT ONLY ARE THEY MORE 
AWARE OF THE ENTIRE SITUATION BUT THEY ARE INVOLVED WITH THESE 
FARMERS^ SOHETrMES DAILY AND ARE THEIR ADVISORS WHEN IT COMES TO 
APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE. 

It IS HUCH MORE EFFICIENT FOR THE COUNTY GROUPS TO H£ET THAN IT 
WOULD BE FOR A STATE EHERGEHCY BOARD AS OUTLINES IN K.R. 3081. IN 
ALL ACTUALITY THOSE PEOPLE OH THE STATE BOARD WOULD HAVE TO RELY ON 
INFORMATION GIVEN TO THEM BY THE COUNTY PEOPLE ALL OF WHICH MOULD 
BE MORE TIME CONSUMING. MEETING TINES WHEN THE STATE DIRECTORS COULD 
ALL MEET AND HAVE THE PROPER COUNTY PEOPLE THERE TO ADVISE THEM WOULD 
BE MORE DIFFICULT TO ACCOMPLISH. ThE LINE OF COMMAND FROM COUNTY 
EMERGENCY BOARD TO STATE ASCS DIRECTOR TO USDA AS IS IN PLACE NOW IS 
ABOUT AS STREAMLINED AS THAT PROCESS CAN GET. 

The other STEP ADDED BY THIS SECTION OF H.R, 3081 ADDS THE 
GOVERNOR OF THE STATE AS AH ADDITIONAL STEP IN THE PROCESS. ThE 
SAME ARGUMENT USED IN MY LAST STATEMENT APPLIES HERE. It IS AH UN- 
necessary step and can do nothing but slow things down when the 
effectiveness of the program if it is to be run properly, is quick 
response time. 

In Idaho there is a large hay industry and those feed producers 

COULD BE SEVERLY IMPACTED IF LARGE AMOUNTS OF HAY WERE TRUCKED INTO 

Idaho and sold at lesser prices, Subsidies such as those mentioned 
IN the legislation could actually make hay produced in some other 

state AMD transported INTO OUR STATE CHEAPER THAN THAT GROWN WITHIN 
THE REGION, THUS HAVING A POTENTIAL FOR DESTROYING ANOTHER AGRICULTURE 
industry to HELP ONE IN TROUBLE. ThIS HAS TO BE A CONSIDERATION. 

Livestock owners should not be eligible for federal feed assistance 

WHEN usable alternative FEED IS AVAILABLE. (HOWEVER, A SITUATION 

-5- 
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such as the over supply of wheat which was unacceptable should also 
not be allowed to occur.) 

Lack of definitions always make me nervous^ such as "finan- 
cially UNABLE TO PURCHASE FEEOj " "UNDUE FINANCIAL HARDSHIP." 

The 30S loss in feed normally produced oh the farm in the opinion 

OF MANY IS too LOM WHEN A NORMAL FLUCTUATION OF CROPS UNDER NORMAL 
CIRCUMSTANCES RUNS BETWEEN 2QZ AND 2B1, 30Z COULD JUST BE PICKING 
UP THE INEFFICIENT FARMER THUS PULLING FUNDS FROM THE EMERGENCY PRO- 
GRAM THAT WILL BE REALLY HEEDED ELSEWHERE. ThE 10% CUT-OFF SEEMS 
TO BE MORE ACCEPTABLE. 

VE would strongly ENCOURAGE YOU TO CONTINUE TO WORK ON THIS 
CONCEPT OF CONSOLIDATING THE PROGRAMS KEEPING IN MIND THAT THE WHOLE 
PROCESS, ESPECIALLY ONCE IT HITS USDA NEEDS TO BE STREAMLINED IN 
EVERY AREA. TiME LIMITS ON RESPONSE TIME ARE CRITICAL, PAPERWORK 
ON ALL LEVELS NEEDS TO BE CURTAILED. ThE PROGRAM SHOULD BE GEARED 
AND ONLY GEARED TO HELPING THE FARMER SAVE HIS LIVESTOCK IN TIMES 
OF EMERGENCY. We CAN ONLY HOPE THAT IF GIVEN THE BEST TOOLS WE 
CAN GIVE THEN, THE PEOPLE ADMINISTERING THIS PROGRAM WILL USE COMMON 
SENSE AND MORE UNDERSTANDING OF THE REAL PROBLEMS WITH WHICH THEY 
ARE DEALING AND THAT COMMON SENSE WILL PREVAIL. 
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I agree that there is a need to consolidate and Improve 
«J!isting emergency livestock (eeiJ aasistanc* programs. A tlsiely 

p'rogrstn. However, I aiii concerned' about the equitable treatment 
o( those affe^ited by the emergency; who makes the ellgibili'ty 

It is evident, that in the past, assiBtance programs have 

who made this decision. -In an emergency situation, such as a 
drought, all area farmers and ranchers w^uld be affected equally 
in proportion to the amount of l^nd they owned. However, 
assistance has been determined by financi.il position. This led 
to financially strapped operations receiving tl;e assistance 
while those who w&re financially in a belter position being 

I think, deteriiiines the progriimG success or failure. Deter- 
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-qual I y regardless of financial position. 

The special boiird ';c>uld d>v>:ide tlie amount of assistdtice 

■ o the efo*rgency. This aid should be given in dire^^t cash 



fail to see the Just i lit 



i University Extension Servi.:*, 

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to provi 
in support of Bill H. R. 3061 E.L.F.A.A. 
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I. R. 3081 

Testtmony suiniltted to the United States Etouse of Representative CTomittee 
on ftgricultur«. SubcoiiBittee on UvestotA. Dairy ana Poultry, regarding H. R. 3081 - 
Hay 13, 198S. Twin Falls. Idaho, nils testlnony is respectfully sutnitted by 
David Sargent as the duly appsinCed representative for the Idaho Pork Producers 
Associaticpn and the national Porlc Producers Council, vhich represents the nations 

The pork producers organization feels that H. R. 3081 is a definite, positive 
step to consolidate the several different "Qnergency Feed Assistance" programs 



the decision making process tor the deteimination Chat there 
anergency and t«o is the stipulated time frame for irfiich the Secretary 
ftgriculture has to make his decision. 1 sfecifically refer Co all of : 
beginning on page 2. 

■Itiere are sane areas in the bill with Hhich we wis* to taica exeep 
possible consideration by the ccnmittee. 

1. Page 4 - Section 4 - Lines 15 and 16 state that, "the eligibli 
or rancher has suffered at least a 31W feed loss." etc. Tliis 
to indicate problems suffered by a single farmer or rancher o 



2. Page 4 - Section 4 - Line 17 stipulates that to be eligible for the 
program a farmer or rancher must have suffered a "loss in feed nonnal 
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produced on the farm,' We vish to point out that n 
do not raise any feed, but, purchase it frcm the surrounding grovers. 
It is probable that these producers would find themselves in Che sane 
Emergency feed situation. Me would offer a possible solution by 
striking fron line 17 the words "produced on the farm" and replacing 

for such fanners or landwra livestocK,' etc. 

must have been suffered from that normally produced- He feel that this 
is very reasonable, hcwever, the 306 of nomal production should be 
based upon the geographic area; not just one production unit or farm. 
This Infocniation could be gleaned from A. S. C. S. crop histories. 
Page 4 - Section 5 - Paragraph 1 provides for the donation of C. C. C. 
feed stodis to financially incapable farmers and ranchers. We believe 
that a long term low interest loan to those fanners and ranchers to 
cover the cost of the same C. C. C. feed stodcs would allow them the 
necessary financial flexability to feed their stocK and lessen the 
adverse inipact opon the federal treasury. 
Page 7 - Section 5 - Paragraph 6 allows for the donation of C. C. C. 

■nieae instances certainly occur, however, we believe that a time 

feed used. 

y timely in light of the second year of actraoe dry conditimis over imjch 

U. S. It is our sincere hope this testimony will be helpful and constructive 
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in passage and instituting H. R. 3061. 

The Idaho Pork Producers Association and the Mat 
vish to express our sincere appreciation and thanKs t 
opportunity to present our vievs and opinions. 
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Bcfon The Hcui* A|ttlcultu 
TVln Falla, Idaho 
Nit 13, 19Sa 



*■ Frcaldent of the Hatlonil Hay Aaaoclattan and tfa* 
hay coBpany that haa had cxtcnalvi operatlona In alx (6) W 
back to 1937, I uholahearudly aupport H.R. 3081. 



Ua have acen through the yeara the fruatcaUon Slockacn lava fall duTlag 

ftriod* of nitural dliaateri which aeveccly Halt ihc available feed aupply. 
bey really had only two optlona 1.) aell part of thelc hard ai greatly reduced 
prlcea or 2.) boircw heavily on built up equity; uhtch aanetliieB left the 
Stockaeo deep in debt and unable to ball thenaelvea out. 

The eaergency feed pio^raaa of the past: Emcrgenc)' Feed Aaalatance PtogtaB 
(£FAF) snd Energency Conaervatlon Frogiaa (ECPJi have baen 'too little to 
lata", either the con waa dead or the greaa waa gtowleg by the tlae either of 
thea* profTBBa iwre enacted. Another real problee with thcae prograaa waa the 
StockBan'i Inability to coaprehend the prograa and knoti hoii to apply or kaou 
If he even quallfleil. 

Thli bill eppear* to addreaa all thcie pcoblena. 

Hay and foragei being ey area of expertlae 1 would like to addcaa* that 
coawidlty. It hsi been ay experience through the yean vhtn Cattle atid Horaa* 
are atreaaad for feed the lait thin; you vant to feed thea la Grain and hlgh- 
•h*'gT concantratei. ReaeBber ve are talking for the aoat part about 
Range Stock) or dry lot feeding on g nalntenaiice ration; (thla li not and never 
ihould be a progria to give fra* feed to a faad lot operattoD; Hhtra they ere 
-flDtahlng- the cattle for aarket) theae anlaali ahould not be fed hlgh-anargy 
but should be fed Baincenance type foragea. 

The exception to thla uould be the Dalryaan wbo nuat feed a coaplate 
blgh-eoergy ration to aalntain herd health and allk production. Hare again It 
haa been ay experience In the thirty yeara I have been in thla induatry; the 
Hay ahortaga not the Cialn ahortage haa aent the Dalryaan to the bank in order 
to buy the feed he needa. 

I know full well why thia pcograa ia deilgned prlaarily (or tha faad 
grain*. It'a a lot eaalar for the US governnent to give aoaathlng away that la 
already paid for and la In aurplua than it la to go out on tha open aarket end 
buy aoaathlng and then give It away. 
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Stat«a»nt oC Hilton Bartt 
M«inlstraCor, Agrlcultucml SUbllliaticn and Cansarvation SarvLca 

baton tha 

Conmltitsa on Govaiment qpsntiona 

SutMonlttae on Govamient InCoraatlon, JuaCicat and Agricultur* 

U.S. Hsusa of Rapreaantativea 

Jaruary 21, 1968 



Hr. CtuinnBn and Haatieira of tha Subconnlctaa, I appraciata tha cpportunlty to 
appaar before you today to dlacuss tha Deparunant of iqclcultura'a (USDJV) 
haying and grazing rules for the 1988 ccnnDdlty pirograoB. 

First, Nc. Chalnnani I can assure you that Secretacy lyng Is aanaitlv* to 
those interests who traditionally are opposed to any haying en fqrlcultural 
Conservation Basarve ifCR) or CMiser atlon Use (CD) acresi ragardleas of ar^ 
clrcunatances short of a natural disaster. At tbs s«db tlraa, tlie Secretary 
intends to carefully evaluate tha aituation on a State-by-state baala so that 
■Aenever Justification is clear and is adequately docmented by the State 
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Servia (ASCSl Connittee, he will 
be able to approve reqiMSts for haying in accordance with the recent 
anenCknents to the Iqricultural h;t of 1949 VhiA were made ty the Agricultural 
Reconciliation Act of 1987. 

nr. Oialnnan, the Secretary announced the haying and grazing rulea for tha 
'19S6 programs last weeli. Grazing on fCR and CU acreage will be permitted 
except during a S-conaecutlve-nonth period designated ty the State ASC 
Ccanlttee (5TC). Haying will not be allomd, except under «Mrgency 
conditions, unless it is determined that, based upon Information subnitted by 
an STC, haying will not result In an adverse econcnic effect In tha State. 
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Let ma explain how we arrived at ouc (tectsion on haying. Based upon our 
review of the hay supply/utilization altuaClcn during the poet: 2 years, we 
detscmined that permitting this acreage to be hayed will generally increase 
hay supplies and can have an adverse acononic effect. 

^[he generous haying provisions which were in effect for the 19B6 crape provide 
evidence that thesa liberal haying provisions nay have had a substantial 
econcmic Inpact on hay producers, ilay acreage Increased 2 ivilllon acre* In 
1986 when a decline would have been expected since cattle mnbera declined by 
3.5 [nilllon head {January 1> 1986, to January 1, 1987). As a result of the 
increased acreage, 1996 hay production Increased nearly 5 percent. The higher 
production depressed prices and lowered inccme for traditional hay producers. 
Hay prices for 1986 foil 13 percent to S57.40 per ton — ty far the lowest level 
during the 1980'3. 

Although all hay acreage for the 19B7-crop year was down from the previous 
year by about 3.5 percent, hay production was second only to the record 1986 
level, mth hay production during the past 2 years at record levels and 
carryover stocks increasing, pemicting the haying of fiCR and CU acreage will 
have an adverse econcmic effect on the hay industry. The following supply-uee 
table further illustrates this point. 
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Hay lain, >cr>aqe, »upply, and dUappearane* 



Acreage HaEveated 


MU. ac. 


60.6 


62.3 


60.2 


Yiald/acire 


■RW 


2.4fi 


2.46 


2.55 


Caccymerlny i.) 


Hll. ahort tons 


26.9 


36.7 


32.4 


PEoduetion 


Mil. ahort ttona 


148.6 


15S.J 


ISJ.7 


awly 


nil. ahort tona 


175.5 


1^.0 


186.1 1/ 


Itooghage-conaunir^ 










anijnal tinlCa(BCAU) 


HU. uniCa 


81.1 


BO.B 


79.1 


Supply per BCMI 


Ttna 


a.u 


2.25 


2. 35 1/ 



1/ Record lawels. 



with hay supplies increasing and EXuahage-conaunir^ animal unita dacllning it 
is evident that nationally, additional hay production Is not naoded. Both 
total hay supplies and supplies per roughage-conautolng anliMl unit ar* at 
cecord high Levels. 

Mr. Chalman, we realize there may be aceaa oAMn oonditlona are audi Chat 
haying of KR and C1J acreage may be waEranted. For that raaaon. hb have 
developed a reviaw process whid) will be uaed in 1988 to determine irtMther 
haying will be authorized. Accordingly, the following will be requlredi 
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a. Ttm SIC will obtain all availabl* Intonation concerning the inpact of 
tha haying of KR and CU In their State, Inclidlng the views of all 
Inteceatsd parties. 

b. Ba9«d on auppllaa, normal utilization and other factors, the STC will 
provide a reccnmendatlon to the Deputy Adadniatrator, State and Cbunty 
Operations. Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Sarvloe, as to 
whether tha haying of ACR and CU will have an adverse eoononic affect. 

c. ASCS will review this reccnmsndatian and supporting Infonoatlon and 
will reccmend to the Secretary whether haying should be {armlttsd. 

Hr< Chaicnani this concludes ny statenent and I will be happy to respond to 
any questions you or Nanters of tha Subconnittee my wish to ask. 
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C oH g itMam an Chades Stenhdlm, Chalunan 

US House Ag Sub Committee on 

Liveebsdc Dairy t Poultry 



TteSlaho ?ann B 

Mr. Chaimun, ny nana la Ray Pos. I am ham today n^ceeenblng Uw Iclaho Parm 
Bureau views on HR 30S1. I want to thank rmjiiiiiiiiaii Ridiud Stallings for ananging 
this hearing on HR 30B1 the Emergency Livestodc Peed AaBlAaiK» Act cf 1987. I aloo 
want to siixxceV thank Congrewouui Chades Stenhbtn, Chaiman cC the House Ag Sub 
' e £cr taking time tr> oome to Idaho to hold thia hnnrlrr] and hear fcon those 



Ova- the yeaiB Tdatc seems to have had its share cC emegency dtuotlOfB. He have 
been inv<dved in dmugtit^ QoaSE,gnistiappesB, rabbits, etc Eac^ one d ttiese create a 
teptoMB siCuation, pcoOem, hardbMp, and e^wllange fbc those affected. Every time one 
d ttlese emergencdes occur it seems as though the time lequirBd to get reqionse foe 
help takes a Hh-Iq lorqer, it nccraally oomes "too Uttin to late.* 

Pano Bureau would li3t« to thank Cong. Stallings fcr taking tine and making the 
efCat to pHmlrmtj "led tape* and delay In getting re^onse fCr help, it is certainly 
needad. However, after having an oppcttunity tn read RR 3081 and to review the 
cixnnt sequence ti events needed to tzlggec emef^ency hc^, it i^^eara there lue 
[ztwiskKB in the bill ttiat would not aooompliki that purpcse. 

The tegiiiiement in Section 13 cf ttie Un requiring 'All requests fee a 
deteminatlon by the Secretary that an ema^^ancy eadats dioll be made by and at the 
discretion <± the Govenxx d the afEected state* along with czeating an emergency 
board, would on!^ estatUdi another tier of bureaucnKy. lUs kind of situation usually 
tenSs to delay action latho' than o^ndite help. It would ijipeai that ttie fcQks at the 
local lev^ au^ as coonl^ commisicneiB and local county emogaicy committees, 
dKuld be most knowlec^reaUle and beat equ^fied to make the request for he^ 

In section f4 Conditions d Eligibility - the ddni>±n d farms cr landwr has 
suSeied at lesot 30 percent loss cf fieed* appears to be to lenient and asmewhat 
uii::Ieer. Host statistics Indicate a ncrmal annual [EOduction Buctuatlon of 20 or mace 
pscent. It cnLy seems if^pi^i tliat the percentage c± reduction ahoiikl be lowered to 
aptEoximBte^ 40 percent rather than 30 percent, eqiedally fcr feed cxcps. Also ttie 
language in Section t4 wouU Indicate that one lone randier or farmer oould be 
designatsd to leoelve emergency help .- it is cur belief that this rtiould be aipanded to 
&rm«xe cr ranchers in at least one count?. 

Qi Section fS - Donation cC CCC feed doeoit seem to be a [zactical arrangeaient 
6x feeding all livestodi. Peed needed fcr the ruminant animals as an acample would 
better utilise hay produdB. nme migtit need to be oonsldGgratlcn given to prcwldlng 
low intcveet Icons fcr marginal needs cr outdgtit purchase <± o^^iuiiJate feed unlsr 
were cordiMons fix tt)e produoec to Eeed his Uveetock. Our r o e ca rtdi Indicates that 
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ReganSLng the purchase cf the emergency feed, it might be apfrcfxiate to qiecify 
use cf state gDswn feed wheneva: pT°°'^'''' Fee suimp^ Idaho's hay prcduc±ion 
annually exceeiSs 4.5 millkin tons wliUji would relate to at least a $100 millioii pec year 
business in our state. 

It afpewis that further review cf out current pcovisiDos fcar handling emergency 
situations and i^i<m*jn- telief should be undertaken and then [cepare amendments that 
would consolidate and im^txne the nuuiagemant cf these dtuations to eliminate delay 
and 'red tape". HhDe taJdng the tune and maldng the «f£(a± to streamline this ixocess 
let's make sure we get the beat. Idaho Farm Bureau stands ready to asist in any way 
we can to develcp a betXer method of tc^oniting to an emergency. 
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statement of 

Don Suehan. Executive Board Member 

Idaho Grain Producers Association 

Before the 

House Sobeommiltee or. Livestock. Dairv, and Poultry 

May 13. 1988 

Chairman Steriholm, Congressman StaHings. and members of the 
Subcominittee! 

Mv name is Don Suchan, and 1 am a uheat and barley farmer 
from Paul, Idaho. 1 also raise a feu sheepiuhich perform the 
dubious task of keeping my pasture ueI1 groomed, as uel) as 
providing me uiith some comic relief from the toils of 
farming. Today. I speak on behalf of the Idaho Grain 
Producers Association, an organization comprised of uheat and 
barley farmers from throughout the state of Idaho. I serve 
on the executive board of this association and ue appreciate 
the opportunity to comment on hou this proposed "Emergency 
Livestock Feed Assistance Act of 1987" may affect the grain 
industry in Idaho. 

As a farmer. I am uetl auare of the ever present threat 
natural disasters pose to the future viability of my farming 

conditions in the field, coupled uith the potential 
development of the Russian Grain Aphid. The Idaho Grain 
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Producers Association generally supports the concepts 
outlined in H.R. 3081 and uouM agree uith the bill sponsors 
that some measures must be taken to better service the 
livestock industry during those times of emergency. Houever , 
there are tuio areas in H.R. 30S1 that concern our 



The first area of concern deals uith the donation and sale of 
Commodity Credit Corporation feed grains in section 5. 
subsections 1 and 3. Our concern is focused an the potential 
impact on the local feed market. Idaho is one af the top 
three barley producing states in the nation, but in recent 
years ue have experienced an influx of Miduest corn and 
barley Into our local feed markets. Due to USDA price 
differentials and favorable rail rates, many livestock 
feeding operations are finding it cheaper to buy out of state 
feed grains, rather than buying locally groun barley. Our 
association uorrles that these tuo programs might encourage 
the Secretary of Agriculture to opt for the cheapest method 
of emergency service to the livestock Industry, at the 
expense of the local feed grain industry. Ue encourage the 

uou1d have on the local feed market. The bill should ensure 
that locally groun feeds uou1d be utilized and not bypassed 
under this program, 

The second area of our concern deals uith the definition of 
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105 



Asain, Dur concern centers around the impact this program 
might have on our feed grain markets. Uould those feedlot? 
uhose primary purpose is to fatten cattle for market qualiry 
for this program? Ue raise the question because ue are 
concerned that these 'feedlots might not be encouraged to deal 
uith their local feed industry and. as mentioned before. 
might seek C-CC stocks out of state, at the expense of the 
local feed industry. 

I uould like to eniphasize again, that our association 
recognizes the need for a uorkable and useful livestock 

state are dependent upon a healthy and viable livestock 
industry. I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this 
legislation, and I encourage the committee to study and 
consider the impact this legislation might have on the local 
feed grain markets as they proceed foruard uith this bill. 

I uould be happy to ansuer any questions the committee might 
have, to the best of my ability. 
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Hy name ie vlrgll Jenks, I an a fanoer from HsndelL, Idaho 

Stenholn, we welcone you to Idaho and thank you, Congrsssman 
Stalllngs and this coiualttee for its intersst in our views on 
this important legislation. 

The Idaho Rural Council supports B.R. 3081, the Enorgoney 
Livestock Feed Assistance Act. Clearly the record would show 
that in the past, noat specifically In the drought of 1985, any 
help that wag provided by the Federal Government ssened to be to 
little, coo late. 

There is no doubt Idaho faces a serious situation in the 
nonths ahead. Despite recent precipitation, the prospect of a 
drought reinains ominously real. Faruers in Idaho have suffered 



1 the cost of producing our products and falling land values 



riously questioned federal 
the importance of our family 
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farm operations and have aggravated the existing hardehipe. & 
serious drought this summer- -essantiaily for the second year in a 
row — could add to this crisis pushing marginal operations over 
the edge and bringing financially stable producers with them. 

We applaud the attempt of this bill to consolidate the 
existing emergency feed programs into one package. It should 
provide better access in emergencies to all the programs which 
now is not the case. 

We are encouraged to see that with this legislation, the 
need for emergency help may be handled at the local level by 
allowing the Governor to aaseee the emergency and recommend the 
appropriate programs. This decision is currently made in 
Washington, D. C, 

A recent Government Accounting Office report referred to the 
Deputy Under Secretary for International Affairs and Commodity 
Programs who explained, as the report stated, "that the 
conditions surrounding each emergency differ and these 
differences contribute to DSDA's program response. USDA's 
response to disaster emergencies depends on the Secretary's 
subjective consideration of these factors. USDA does not 
document the extent to which each factor is considered." 

If USDA officials venture to the site of the natural 
disaster, it is often too late to gain a full appreciation for 
the seriousness of the problem. This happened last year when 
officials came to the Magic Valley to check the drought during 
the only rain in the middle of a dry summer season. Certainly 
the Governor and those of us in the affected area should have a 
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better untie i: standing of the needs of local pcoducers and the on- 
going nature of the emergency. 

At the same time, it is my understanding that with this 
legislation, the Secretary of Agriculture will have more 
authority to inclement the program and to do so in timely manner. 
He will no longer need a Presidential declaration to act on 
several of the programs nor will he have to go through the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency if more than one program is 
under consideration. 

He are particularly pleased to note that the Department will 
have to respond rapidly to any emergency requests. Too often 
livestock, crops, even farms have been lost waiting for the USDA 
to come up with the necessary determinations . 

That same report stresses, what many of us out in our 
fields know, that even with these new program revisions help ie 
slow in coming and inadequate. This is not a comforting prospect 
in light of an impending drought year. But the help provided by 
H.Et. 3061 could turn a possible tragedy into another tough but 
Buvvivabla struggle. 

Thank you for your support and interest in Idaho farmers 
and those throughout the nation faced with natural disasters that 
could ruin a lifetime of hard work overnight. We encourage you 
to approve this legislation to consolidate emergency feed 
programs and provide assistance where and how it is needed and 
when it is needed. 
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TBSTIHOHy SUBMITTED BY: 

BILL HBNDBNBALL 

QENERAL MANAGER 
UNION SBBD CQHtKfi OF BURLBlf 

APPEARING ON BEHALF OF: 

IDAHO FEED AND GRAIN ASSH. 
PACIFIC HORTHHBST GRAIN AND PBBD ASSOCIATION 
1 FBBD INDUSTRY ABBOCIATtOM 



COHGRESSHAK STALLINGS, MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, MY NAME IS BILL 
HEKDENKALL. I AM THE GENERAL MANAGER OP UNION SEED COMPANY OF BURLEY 
WHERE WE OPERATE AS A COMMERCIAL GRAIN HAREHOUSIKG COMPANY, AND ALSO 
AS A MANUFACTURER OF LIVESTOCK AND DAIRY FEEDS IK THE MAGIC VALLEY OF 
SOUTH CENTRAL IDAHO. 

I HAVE BEEN ASKED TO APPEAR HERE THIS EVENING OH BEHALF OF THREE ALLIED 
EACH REPRESENTING IMPORTANT SEGMENTS OF THE 

THE IDAHO PEED AND GRAIN ASSOCIATION, THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST GRAIN AND 
PEED ASSOCIATION, AND THE AMERICAN FEED INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION COLLECT- 
IVELY REPRESENT MORE THAN 200 COMMERCIAL FEED MANUFACTURING COHPAHIBS 
AND GRAIN WAREHOUSING FIRMS HERE IN IDAHO, AS WELL AS IN CONGRESSHAH 
WILLIAM'S "BIG SKY" STATE OF MONTANA, AND ALSO IN OREGON AND WASHINGTON. 

ALL THREE OP THESE ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORT 

HH 3081, AND PRAISE THE SUBCOMMITT 

FEDERAL FEED ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS WITHIN USDA. 

THERE ARE, HOWEVER. THREE AREAS IN WHICH WE BELIEVE THE BILL CAN BE 
IMPROVED TO STRENGTHEN THE FEDERAL FEED ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS SCOPE OF 
COVERAGE, AND THEIR ABILITIES TO RESPOND TO CRISIS SITUATION IN A TIMELY 
MANNER. 

MY COMMENTS THIS EVENING WILL BE DIRECTED AT PROVIDING A BRIEF OUTLINE 
OF THESE THREE AREAS. 

FIRST, THE COMMERCIAL FEED INDUSTRY BELIEVES THAT H.R.3081 SHOULD PROVIDE 
LIVESTOCK PRODUCERS WITH THE FLEXIBILITY OF DECIDING THE TYPES OF FEEDS 
THAT ARE NECESSARY FOR THEIR HERDS. INSTEAD OF SIMPLY GIVING PRODUCERS 
BULK COMMODITIES FOR CCC GRAIN INVENTORIES, FOB EXAMPLE, WE BELIEVE THAT 
THESE PRODUCERS WOULD BE BETTER SERVED IF THEY COULD PURCHASE THE FEEDS 
THAT THEY HEOUIRE FROM THEIR LOCAL FEED MANUFACTURERS, AND HAVE THE PRICE 
OF THAT FEED DISCOUNTED TO REFLECT THE PRICE OF THE EMERGENCY PEED ASSIS- 
TANCE ALLOCATION TO WHICH THEY ARE ENTITLED. 
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TBSTIHOHY OF BILL MEHDBHHALL 
UNION SEED COHPANY OF BURLEY 
PAGE THO 

THIS SO-CALLED 'FEED DEALER OPTION" IS NOT A NEH IDEA. 

INDBBD, SECTION 407 OP THE ftGRlCULTUHE ACT OP 1949 GAVE THE SECRETARY 
' OP AGRICULTURE THE DISCRETION TO USE FEED DEALERS AND COMPANIES AS THE 
PIRST LINE OF ASSISTANCE FOR LIVESTOCK PRODUCERS AFFECTED BY DROUGHT, 
FLOODING, AND OTHER NATURAL DISASTERS. 

AS H.R. 3081. IS CURRENTLY WRITTEN, THE FEED DEALER OPTION APPEARS TO 
HAVE BEEN INADVERTENTLY LEFTODT FROM SECTION 10 IH RESTRUCTURING THIS 
SECTION TO CONFORM WITH THE INTENT OF THE BILL. 

SECOtlDLr i WE BELIEVE THAT LIVESTOCK PRODUCERS SHOULD BE ABLE TO USE 
GENERIC COMMODITY CERTIFICATES IN THEIR DEALINGS WITH LOCAL FEED 
MANUFACTURERS OR GRAIN WAREHOUSING FIRMS. WITH THIS ADDITIONAL PROVISIOH 
ADDED TO SECTION 5 OF THE BILL, THE FARMER WOULD SIMPLY TRADE THE FEED 
COMPANY WITH THE GENERIC CERTIFICATE, AND THE FEED COMPANY WOULD BE ABLE 
TO RBSTOCR THEIR GRAIN INVENTORIES AT A LATER DATE FROM CCC INVEWTOBIBS 
WHEN THE CERTIFICATE IS RE-SOLD. 

THE HEW SUBSECTION WOULD READ 'IN PROVIDING ASSISTANCE, THE SECRETARY 
HAY HAKE IN-KIHD PAYMENTS THROUGH THE ISSUANCE OF NEGOTIABLE CERTIFICATES 
THAT THE COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION SHALL REDEEM FOR A COMMODITY IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH REGULATIONS PRESCRIBED BY THE SECRETARY." 

THE ADDITION OF THIS SUBSECTION MOULD ENABLE FEED COMPANIES IN DROUGHT 
STRICKEN AREAS, FOR EXAMPLE, TO PROVIDE NUTRITIOUS FEEDS TO THEIR 
AFFECTED CUSTOMERS, AND REPLACE THEIR STOCKS FROM OTHER PARTS OF THE 
COUNTRY THAT ARE NOT AFFECTED BY THE LOCAL DROUGHT CONDITIONS. 

? ELIGIBLE FEEDS BE 



•ELIGIBLE FEED MEANS ANY TYPE OP FEED, SUCH AS FEED GRAIN, MIXED FEED, 
LIQUID SUPPLEMENTAL FEED, ROUGHAGE, PASTURE, FORAGE, ETC. THAT BEST 
SUITS THE ELIGIBLE FARMER'S OR RANCHER'S LIVESTOCK OPERATIONS NUTRITIONAL 
REQUIREMEHTS , IS CONSISTENT WITH ACCEPTED FEEDING PRACTICES AND HHICB IS 
NOT PRODUCED BY THE APPLICANT.' 

WITH THE INCLUSION OF THESE THREE AMENDMENTS, TO THE SECTIONS NOTED, 

:: NORTHWEST 

( ASSOCIATION, 
BELIEVE THAT H.R. 3081 WILL BE AN EXCELLENT PIECE OF OMNIBUS LEGISLATION, 

FLEXIBILITY THEY DESERVE WHEN RESPONDING TO CRISIS CONDITIONS, AND 
EMERGENCY SITUATIONS. 

WE THANK YOU FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY HERE THIS EVENING, AND 
PLEDGE OUR UNITED INDUSTRY SUPPORT FOR YOUR FINE EFFORTS ON THIS 
IMPORTANT LEGISLATION. 
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Thomas R. Hovenden 

CATTLE ■ POLITICS 
ENVIRONMENT 



Boise. Idaho a3701 



Chairman. The Subcommi tl 
U. S. House oC Represenl 
Hashlngton, D-C. 20515, 



•EtocK, Dairy and Poulti 



EMERGENCY LIVESTOCK FEED ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1987 



It is an honor for me to appear before your coDinittee today to 
; my advice and opinions on H.R. 3081. 1 have been associated 
the beef cattle industry in Idaho since 1953. For 23 of those 
i I Mas the Secretary-Manager of the Idaho Cattle Feeders 
riation. My only title since the first of February this year has 
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In one example, there waB d feed shortage in the state of 
Washington. Feed buyers appeared on the Bcene to buy most of the hay 
in Camas County, a great alfalfa hay production area. Hay producers 
turned down perfectly good checlts from such prominent cattle feeders 
as Joe Albertson and Jack Slmplot and accepted promises to pay 

following year he was most welcome in canvas county. Many growers 
were still waiting to be paid for their previous year's crop. 

In the second example, there Has a drought and feed shortage in 
the Hisconsln. Once the Uncle came to town with assistance in buying 
hay and paying nost of the tcucKlng charges- It was good for Idaho 
hay farmers, but bad for their regular customers, the Idaho livestock 
industry, both dairy and beef. Once again government assistance in 
the form of a political band aid transferred the disaster to Idaho 

Many of our ranching families have been on their lands for over 

government to save It's money. Cattle prices are good. There should 
be provleiona to allow hard pressed ranchers to sell their izattle 
vlthout a tax penalty if they will buy back within two years! 

There Is a weather phen 

Heather Service predicted 
1987. Historically these s 
Douglas reported this to NC 

but as you will recall, 
Olympics I 

I do believe our weathe 
NINO has about spent its powers to affect northern hemisphere 
weather, 1 would hope so. 

Hr. Chairman, I would urge that you not enact H.R. 3081. The 

Thank you for this opportunity. Hy previous invitation ejctended 
in Orlando for the 19B8 Food Producers tour is still open. Send Dan 
and we will put hin 
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STATEMENT OF 

DANE H. WATKIMS 

2242 S. BOULEVARD 

IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 83404 
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bureaucracy. HR 3081 requires that all requests to the Secretary 
of Agriculture asking for an emergency declaration come from the 

Formerly the requests went directly from the local and state ASCS 
to the national ASCS or Secretary, depending on the program. 

Adding the Governor and his committee to the process would 
not only slow it down, it could inject political partisanship 
into the process which could have drastic effects, particularly 
if the prospective relief receipent was a political adversary of 
the chief enecutive. It concerns rre that the Governor could use 



Its from the proposed emergency threshold, 
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istock will be treated unfairly if the less 
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HR 3081 also has the potential of treating feed pcoduc 

Federal Government to ship feed in from out of s^ate premal 
thus precluding local feed producers from selling their pri: 
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EMERGENCY LIVESTOCK FEED ASSISTANCE 
ACT OF 1987 AND RELATED MATTERS 



SATURDAY, MAY U, 1988 

House of Representatives, 
Subcommittee on Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry, 

Committee on Agriculture, 

Bozeman, MT. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m., room 
202, Reid Hall, Montana State University, Bozeman, MT, Hon. 
Charles W. Stenhoira (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Also present: Representative Williams. 
Staff present: Daniel B. Waggoner and James R. Lyons. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES W. STENHOLM, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 

Mr. Stenholm. This public hearing of the House Agriculture 
Subcommittee on Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry will now come to 
order, 

I want to welcome everyone to the hearing and say that we look 
forward to receiving some very informative and useful testimony 
this morning. 

On my left, 1 am sure you recognize your Congressman, Pat Wil- 
liams. 

1 would say I have found in my brief service as chairman of this 
subcommittee that it is always good to get back home emd to listen 
to your constituency. In adclition, I have also found that it is ex- 
tremely important and helpful to get out into other congressional 
districts and to listen to the constituencies of other Members. 

Pat, I thank you for inviting us to the First District of Montana 
to listen to the producers in Montana discuss the Emergency Feed 
Assistance Program and related matters. 

As we know, the Department of Agriculture operates feed assist- 
ance programs to help livestock producers preserve and maintain 
livestock in times of natural disaster. 

Of the seven emergency livestock feed assistance programs that 
have been operated by USDA, only three have been used since 
1977. The Emergency Feed Assistance Program, the Emergency 
Feed Program, and the Herd Preservation Feed Grain Donation 
Prt^am. 

Over the last several years, there has been a growii^ concern as 
to whether the Emei^ency Feed Assistance Pn^am provides effec- 
tive and timely response to emergency conditions, and in an effort 
to address this concern, legislation has been introduced in Congress 
(115) 
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which attempts to consolidate and streamline current feed t 
ance programs euid to help the Secretary of Agriculture respond 
more quickly to the disaster situation. 

Legislation being discussed this morning, H.R. 3081, a bill enti- 
tled The Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Act of 1987, seeks 
to improve disaster assistance to livestock producers by providing 
USDA with more authority to better tailor assistance to each disas- 
ter condition. 

Recognizing the current conditions and the reduced feed produc- 
tion that will result, this topic and the outcome of this hearing will 
certainly be relevant to many parts of the country Eis well as Mon- 
tana in this growing season. 

With this challenge before us, I look forward to listening to all of 
your concerns, advice, and, hopefully, some solutions to some of the 
problems before us. 

I commend you, Pat, for the initiative that you have taken to 
brii^ this subject before our committee. You have performed the 
first task so vitally necessary in the legislative process and that is 
providing us with an idea. At this time, I would like to recognize 
Pat for any opening remarks that he might have. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. PAT WILLIAMS, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 

Mr. Williams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I do have an opening statement. 

First, of course, I want to say to you, Mr. Chairman, Charlie, old 
friend, I am delighted that you accepted my invitation. I v/ant to 
welcome you here to Big Sky Country, to Montana's western con- 
gressional district, to Montana State University, our land-^ant c<d- 
l^e, and particularly to this beautiful and productive Gallatin 
Valley. 

I know that as a chairman of a committee myself, you do have 
these requirements, if you are willing, which you are, and I have 
been to travel to some other States, to hold hearings. I have had a 
number of chairmen bring committees and subcommittees to Mon- 
tana, and I hope that you do not suffer the same fate that some of 
them have, and that is that when their constituents find out that 
they spent a day or two in Montana, they immediately thought it 
was a junket under the Big Sky. 

I hope your constituents from West Texas do not think you are 
junketing out here, but realize that despite the glory of Montana, 
you are, in fact, here on business. 

We do want you to hear our views on this legislation with regard 
to the Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Act. I am hopeful that 
this hearing will be among the first steps in streamlining and im- 
proving the Federal Government's emergency farm services. 

I think, Charlie, you have come to the right place for advice. 
Montana's No. 1 industry is agriculture and livestock contributes a 
very large share. In 1987, production reached 1.1 billion pounds 
and livestock sales added $690 million to our State's economy. 

Some of the best of that production, by the way, com^ here in 
the historic livestock country of the Gallatin Valley. 
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Just a few winters ago, that was not the case. In 1985-86, Mon- 
tana producers and those in nearby Idaho and the Dakotas labored 
through the most severe drought in decades. High-country snow- 
packs fell short, the rains refused to fall, and our grasslands £uid 
ranges laid scorched euid burned. 

More than 4,300,000 head of this region's cattle were caught up 
by the disaster, and in Montana alone, livestock numbers plummet- 
ed to 65 percent of normal. 

The Federal Government, of course, operates an array of pro- 
grams for farmers and ranchers in times of natural disaster, and 
during that drought, Washington and the Federal Government re- 
sponded. Under tiie USDA's Emergency Feed Program, more than 
1,360 Montana producers were provided almost 2.5 million bushels 
of surplus Federal grain at reduced prices for use as livestock feed, 
but even so, many Montana ranchers have told me troubling sto- 
ries about the services rendered, about not enough assistance in 
enoii^h time to really help. 

So, Mr. Chairman, we found that those Montanans were right be- 
cause their observations have been corroborated by a lengthy inves- 
tigation that I asked the General Accounting Office to conduct. In 
that office, the GAO has concluded that Montana's producers could 
have received much quicker and much more effective help if the 
livestock assistance program had been a little differently adminis- 
tered. 

The GAO found that in the early weeks of the emergency feed 
effort, the much-needed surplus grains were located far from the 
hardest-pressed areas of drought. Because the producers bore the 
burden of trfmsportation, almost all of the benefits used in the Fed- 
eral grains were lost. 

In addition, most of the surplus grain closest to the drought- 
stricken country was wheat — which, of course, is hard for cattle to 
di^t. 

By January 1986, the USDA expanded its efforts and was trans- 
porting grains into the stricken counties. Grain use then, by the 
way, expemded six-fold in Montana, but by then, the winter feedii^ 
season was ending, and so was the urgent need. 

So, the flaws found by the GAO and endured by Montanans go to 
the heart of our patch quilt of Federal emergency aid programs. 

The Federal Giovernment's seven existing feed programs operate 
out of different agencies and departments, each with separate 
standards and timetables, and those efforts, of course, are intended 
not just for drought but for floods and hurricanes and infestation of 
insects, and other natural calamities. 

The GAO called for consolidation and streamlining to improve 
the effectiveness, and that is what my bill hopes to get at. It unifies 
the emergency feed efforts, places them directly under the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, and gives the USDA the means to respond 
promptly and to tailor its services, hopefully, to local needs. 

The bill requires fair and objective standards for judgii^ severity 
and size of crisis and documentation of USDA's compliance, and it 
establishes a ticking clock to make sure that services are rendered 
witii dispatch. Within 14 days of receiving an emergency-assistance 
request from the State's government, the Agriculture Secretary 
must announce that he has the request, it is fully being examined 
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or it has been exfunined and denied. If it is not denied, then the 
bill mandates that within 25 days, the Secretary of A^culture 
must have underway a prc^reun of aid to assist that stricken area. 

I think these are important reforms for these critical emergency 
times. Like your West Texans, our Montanans pride themselves on 
self-reliance, and quite often in the past, and we know many times 
in the future, we are goii^ to be called upon, they are perfectly 
willing to overcome hardships on our own, but we ^so understand, 
as Texans do, the veilue of working together. 

When Texans and Montanans says partner, we mean exactly 
that, and we need a Federal partner. We understand that — have 
for a long time — and that Federal partner ought to respond with 
swift sure-footed action. That is what the bill is about. 

We have got a lot at stake. Our ranch families depend on the 
loi^-term investment of the spring crop of newborns and we know 
that years of buildii^ herds and flocks can be lost to a force sale on 
a glutted market. 

These reforms, by the way, Charlie, may be more important now 
than ever before. Out here, meteorologists suggest that we are 
riding into another historic and long cycle of dryness. A number of 
our mountain reservoirs in the Northwest are at record lows and 
important parts of Montana remain parched despite the rain that 
you brought with you. 

So, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I really am appreciative of your 
willingness to come here to the Big Sky and hear our concerns, and 
I look forward to hearing the thoughts of my fellow Montanans. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you, Pat. 

Before we call our first witness, I want to msike a couple of an- 
nouncements. 

If there is no objection, today's hearing record will remain open 
for 10 days for the purpose of receiving additional and requested 
written information, and also, if there is emyone in the audience 
who is not a scheduled witness, if time is permitting, I would like 
to give you an opportunity to have input. So, you can be blinking 
in those terms if you are here and not on the witness list. 

If there are no further questions, we will proceed by calling our 
first witness, Mr. Keith Kelly, director, Montana Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. Kelly. 

STATEMENT OF KEITH C KELLY, DIRECTOR, MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. Kelly. Thank you. Chairman Stenholm and Congressman 
Williams, for the opportunity to speak here this morning on an 
issue that we have lived with in Montana for basically since, I be- 
lieve, 1981 and drought has become a major part of our vocabulary 
here. We have been faced with it off and on in various parts of 
Montana since — for the last 8 years. 

For the record, my name is Keith Kelly, director of the Montana 
Department of Agriculture, and I appreciate the opportunity to tes- 
tify on H.R. 3081 to consolidate and improve existing emergency 
livestock feed assistance programs administered by the Agriculture 
Secretary. 
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As certainly Congressman Williams knows, but for your informa- 
tion, Montana is the fourth largest State, not quite as large as 
Texas, but we are up there, and our mere size, from Montana's 
western Flathead Valley to the open ranges of eastern Montana, 
does provide a diversity in climate and production and that ranges 
from livestock, horticultural, to the unusual things, like mint and 
cherries, in the western side of the State. 

If you leave Libby, Montana, on the west side, and 750 miles and 
14 hours, perha^ 16 hours, you can drive to Ekalaka without ever 
leaving the Big Sky Country and passing throi^h some of our most 
scenic and varied country our Nation has to offer. 

But with that and this diverse agriculture, the scenic land mass 
and climatic changes, there is one common denominator, commer- 
cial livestock production. And throughout all of our commercial 
livestock production country, and since 1981, as I indicated, we 
have gone into dry cycles and periods that have moved around 
Montana. This year being Ein ex£miple, as we sit here in the Galla- 
tin Valley, 1 believe it was last weekend, this area was on the edge 
of unusual rainfall of 3 to 4 inches. Further to the east of us here, 
rainfall of 6 to 7 inches that went up through Central Montana. 

Yet, the headlines in the following day's paper is not talking 
about flood control and flood damage, but actueilty it is the crop es- 
timate is bleak and reality may be worse. A very, very serious 
drought going on in some grain-producing and grain operations in 
north central and northeastern Montana today plus southeastern 
Montana. 

I guess this just sho^M« or points out the variety of the State of 
Monttma where we can sit at one locale and it looks pretty green 
out there, but there are some very serious drought problems being 
foced again this year. 

As indicated, I think Congressman Williams touched on that, 
Montana does rank seventh in the Nation in beef cattle production, 
fifth in sheep and wool, and sixth in ho^ and p^. We are a major 
livestock-producing State comprising a£)ut one-half of the agricul- 
ture economy on any given year. 

And when disaster hits and help is needed, you can understand, 
at least for one-h£ilf of our agriculture economic base, emergency 
prc^ame to have some consistency to them are very important. 

We have had some tough times in Montana. We have gone 
through — really highlighting, 1 think it came to a peak in 1985, 
was probably a drought unequalled since the 1930 drought in Mon- 
tfuia, and that was the year we also got rain. We fllea two disas- 
ters. A droii^ht disaster for most of our counties, then in Septem- 
ber, about the time for harvest, we come into some of the most un- 
usual rain storms and destroyed how many crops, irrigated crops, 
and fell harvest and people who were not hurt by the droughts. So, 
we all lost that particular year. 

That was coupled with the grasshopper infestation, and for the 
last few years, the State has been involved with emergency pro- 
{frams with grasshoppers. The best example was given by a rancher 
in eastern Montana when he talked about the Impact of^ drought. A 
very frustrated individual who had nurtured his rsingeland, was a 
good steward of the land out there, and watched as the grasshop- 
pers clipped off all of the range and then just, in spite of it all or 
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for a fmale, CEime into his yard where he had a couple of pine trees 
in there for shade for the home and they stripped them and killed 
them as well to take final revenge. 

On the other side of the coin, it was during this same period, we 
talked about disasters, we need only remember the recent Milk 
River flood in north central Montana that destroyed feed sitting in 
the field and flooded 2,000 pound bales of hay around like bobbers 
in a stream, and 1 remember then that the Drought Emergency As- 
sistance Program says that you could not be paid for the hay 
unless it was somehow destroyed and moved off your property. 

Well, we had 2,000 pound bales of hay absolutely rendered 
worthless and totally destroyed. Many ranchers were wishing they 
were swept off their property so they did not have to dispose of 
them, and, yet, the program says that is not a disaster because it is 
still sitting on your property, although it was totally worthless. 

H.R. 3081, I am just going to paraphrase and move through to 
keep to my 5-minute time limit, gives more latitude in provi<£ng a 
response to emergency needs, this resolution does, that Congress- 
man WUliams proposed. 

The Governor may request an emergency response and expect a 
reply in 2 weeks with a tinal determination in about 4 weeks. That 
is extremely important. Timeliness is the most critical factor when 
you must make a determination to move livestock, to sell, to at- 
tempt to try and find somebody to drill wells or whatever it may 
be, timeliness is of the essence in this whole issue. 

In your proposed legislation, the Secretary of Agriculture does 
have more authority to better tailor assistance to each disaster con- 
dition and they are often varied. Hopefully, we are starting to pro- 
vide a timely response to address producers' needs. 

One section of the legislation, I just raised for question in there, 
we do—it does address the emergency due to disesise, insects, 
floods, droughts, fire, storm and hot weather, but at times we are 
also faced with some cold weather impacts, too. I guess we better 
adjust to them in most cases, but there may be a time in the un- 
usual circumstances that the cold weather impact is an isolated sit- 
uation, that that could be included in the disaster defmition of a 
natural disaster. 

On page 3 of the legislation, on line 11, includes a representative 
of the Gtovernor on the board and we believe that it is a positive 
and essential step, element, of the H.R. 3081. 

The Governor is involved in making the request. It is prudent 
and astute to include a Governor's representative on the board and 
I commend you for that. Congressman Williams. 

The definition of financial hardship as used on page 5 of the 1^- 
islation, on line 2, could be critical in providing assistance to a 
farmer or rancher. It is interpretational, althoi^h it may be key in 
how the bill is administered and consideration may want to be 
given to include a definition under section 8 of the definitions of 
what is a financial hardship. Otherwise, there is room for a lot of 
interpretation and we may not get addressed what we thought we 
intended. 

Due to Montana's size and limited resources available for trans- 
portation alternatives, transportation assistance does become a 
mfgor factor in the feed assistance program. Both the hay trans- 
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port and livestock transport sections are extremely important to 
Montana producers, and that is one of the real frustrations we 
have faced the last several years, is either moving livestock to pas- 
tures in one of the adjacent States out of the drought area or 
moving some of the roughage into livestock and, of course, in the 
drought situation, you know what happens to hay prices. 

It could be of significance to review the feasibility of including 
transportation costs under section 3 of the sale of CCC feed grains 
on ptige 5, line 19 of the proposed bill, as you have in section 1 of 
the donation of CCC feed. 

Although the CCC feed stocks and feed grEiins could become 
available, transportation becomes a critical factor in the ability of 
utilizing the program, and we witnessed that a couple of years ago. 
It was not located in close proximity to be used in an emergency 
feed situation. 

I do make a comment with regard to water. That is another 
issue. In times of droi^ht, the necessity to drill wells deeper, 
scrateh out little deeper ponds and reservoirs or something like 
that to try and contain some water or the eictual physical hauling 
of water. That as well when we talk about feed is nothing more 
critical, I guess, in keeping water going to some livestock, particu- 
larly foundation herds. That has to be kept in the local area. 

In emergency situations, when a disaster is declared, it automati- 
cally provides producers with the right to use the involuntary con- 
version clause of the Federal Tax Code, but should eiIso provide the 
ability to secure additional forage through the release of acreage 
conservation reserves for haying and grazing. That is what we si^- 
gested also, ought to provide for that. 

That is an important resource that is sitting out there and we 
have got about 25 percent of Montena idle under that Conservation 
Reserve Program. If there is some in certain areas, the ability to 
{[raze that particular land resource, we think it oi^ht to be ex- 
plored. 

In conclusion, I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and you, 
Congressmtm Williams, for your time and consideration in meeting 
with us today, and as I indicated, althoi^h some of our Stete looks 
forwsird to good crops this year, north central Montana and up the 
Havre, Conrad and Harlem area, and northeastern Montana, Glen- 
dive, Medicine Lake, Sidney area, and southeastern Montana, Broa- 
dus, Miles City, and Ekalaka, are currently facing drought condi- 
tions with prospects for significant reductions in forage and crops. 

These communities, and I just looked at the latest weekly weath- 
er crop reports that is provided on a weekly basis, although we 
have had some areas that are running 200 and 300 percent of mois- 
ture up throi^h the centred part of Montena, some of these areas 
are facing precipitation from zero percent of normal in Havre to a 
maximum of 43 percent normal in Medicine Lake. 

I submit to you that if we are looking at those kinds of low mois- 
ture levels, we are probably again facing a fairly serious drought 
situation in those certein areas of Montena. 

Your fores^ht and consideration of this H.R. 3081 to consolidate 
ami improve the Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Pribram 
could be of great help to many agricultural communities, and we 
wish you a lot of luck this year in your proceedings. 
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Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kelly appears at the conclusion 
of the hearii^.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you, Mr. Kelly. 

Mr. Williams. 

Mr. Williams. Mr, Kelly, it is always good to see you, and I ap- 
preciate your taking the time on a weekend and come down and 
give us what I think is a good and legitimate reasonable recom- 
mendation. You obviously spent some time with the legislation and 
I appreciate your counsel on it. 

Outside of your thoughts about the legislation, I do want to take 
exception, if I may, with one thing that you said, and that is you 
indicated to Chairmem Stenholm ttiat Texas m^ht be larger than 
Montana, which I assume means has more leind, which is not true. 

You see, Charlie, in Montana, we have so much leind, we stack it. 
Now, if we flattened it out, Charlie, Texas Euid Alaska tc^ther 
would be about the size of this State. You understand that. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Stenholm. You make it tough on me, Pat, because my dis- 
trict has 35 counties, 33,000 square miles, and your district is 
latter thein mine. So, we might as well get that on the record. 

A couple of questions, Mr. Kelly. 

You make a very good si^gestion, but you did not give us any 
thoughts on the definition of financial hardship. I think that that 
is one of the critical parts of all disaster programs. In other words, 
who decides who is eligible and who is not. 

I know from my own experience at home with various disaster 
programs, whether it be crop or otherwise, the chronic unfairness 
that we get into in which producers within a given county are not 
treated fairly under the agency's rules and guidelines. 

The purpose of this legislation is to attempt to provide greater 
flexibility. You point out rightfully so that we ought to have a few 
more deHnitions in the legislation. Do you have any thoughts con- 
cerning some additional conditions of eligibility? 

Mr. Kelly. Congressman, I guess after these last several years, 
1983, 1984 and 1985, they just about opened the door to anybody 
that qualified. I guess compared to some financial surveys we did 
on Montana out in the financial viability of the agricultural indus- 
try, that even a standard 10-percent loss is something that created 
some very serious problems between the producer emd the banker. 

I mean, it has become that t^ht the last several years. Hopeful- 
ly, we are beginning to move out of that problem some. 

My only thought on that, and I do not have zuiy wisdom there, 
either out of Helena or out of Washington, of what would be a for- 
mula that you could work to measure equitably who is deserving 
and who is not. 

The one thing that might ensure, I guess, the feumess in it all is 
that a local committee of some type that is involved in this whole 
disaster-type situation. They tend to be better on track and I think 
that there is a tendency if you have to go and face a group of pan- 
elists, four or five people including producers, grain producer, a dis- 
aster person with the State, whomever those local people are in 
your local community, to try and fudge something that maybe I did 
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not necessarily earn or have the right to a particular program, I 
think the integrity is a little bit better. 

That is my only thought on how to kind of manage it, would be 
at the local level, I think people are a little more awkward walking 
in and trying to, let us say, gouge those invisible people in Wash- 
ington, D.C., or in Helena, Montana. 

Mr. Stenholm. I have not reviewed any testimony of the wit- 
nesses that will come before us today, but drawing on what we 
heard last night, I think there has been some misunderstandii^ of 
the purpose of this l^islation. There were some that tended to be- 
lieve that this was increasing the number of disaster programs. 
That is not what the legislation does. It takes the existing seven 
programs and tries to put them together in a more consolidated 
fasMon. Moreover, you make the very vEilid point, that local deter- 
minations are critical to the legislation. 

I happen to be a stroi^ believer in the county-elected committee 
system of ASCS in the belief that we have in place an entity that 
can make accurate and knowledgeable decisions. 

What would you like to see the Governor, or his designee, of 
Okl^oma have to go through in order to qualify the State of Okla- 
homa for disaster assistance that is going to have to be paid for by 
the citizens of Montana and other States 

You do not necessarily have to answer the question right now, 
but you brought it up in your testimony, and we will be very inter- 
ested hearing further from you as someone very concerned on the 
State level. 

Mr. Kelly. Congressman Stenholm, my only comment at this 
point, maybe if the record is left open for 10 days to further re- 
search it, but on any type of program and particularly these, the 
two criteria that seem to come to the surface rapidly for a Mon- 
tana taxpayer to assist the people in Oklahoma is on the real need 
of the assistance and the equity of the program that goes on. 

Those two seem to come forth very quickly and people, maybe re- 
luctantly, pay in their share, whatever, and say, well, yes, but it is 
necessEiry and the need is there, we will do it. 

There always seems to be then 6 or 8 months later the case for 
the television station will go out there and find out somebody that 
clearly was not a need, was able to get several thousands of dollars 
under some Federal programs. That tends to hurt everybody else. 

"Hie first two issues, the only two issues right off the bat I can 
think of, and agmn with the board that is in here that you pro- 
posed allowing the Governor and his representotive to sit on and 
be a part of, the more that that is out here with the hands-on 
people out in Montana, I think the potential for abuse certainly is 
less. Still, abuse is potential anywhere, but it is certainly less. 

That is my only comment at this point that you raise on that 
issue. 

Mr. Stenholm. I personally think, as I already stated, that bring- 
ing the Governor into the loop, in all aspects, is an excellent idea. 
1^ Governor of a Stete certeinly is in an excellent position to give 
input and expedite the process. 

My district is very rural, but the majority of my constituents are 
not farmers. Therefore, there are others who have a legitimate in- 
teorest in Uie "fairness" and the criteria that are set up in adminis- 
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terii^ disaster pr<^ams. They want to see that those people who 
do get it are the ones that deserve it and that we do not have 
abuses of the prc^eun. 

Pat, any questions? 

[No response.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you, Mr, Kelly. The record will be left 
open for 10 days. If you have amy ideas or thoughts concerning the 
legislation we would appreciate any written information pertaining 
thereto, 

Mr. Kelly. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Stenholm. The next witness, Mr. George Ochenski, chair- 
man of the Montana Drought Task Force, Helena, Montana. 

STATEMENT OF GEORGE M. OCHENSKI, CHAIRMAN, GOVERNOR'S 
DROUGHT TASK FORCE 

Mr. Ochenski Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, for 
the record, my name is George Ochenski. I am the chairman of the 
Governor's Drought Task Force. I have spent the last two sessions 
of the Montana Legislature lobbying for Uie Montana Environmen- 
tal Information Center. 

I received notice of this hearing on Thureday. So, my written tes- 
timony is necessarily brief. The time I have luid to analyze the bill 
likewise was brief. 

I do not see any reason to re-read the testimony. Basically, I said 
it is a good idea to streamline the programs, if possible, so that 
people have some determination early on of whether or not they 
will qualify, whether or not there is aid forthcoming for them, and 
my reasoning for that statement is because, let us just take 
drought as an example, if people do not know that there is aid 
coming, if people do not know that they are going to qualify for a 
relief progrfun of some sort or that they may get some feed or 
whatever else you are going to msike available to them, I think the 
tendency, and we have heard it throi^hout the Drought Task 
Force from various members, is to try and get as much water as 
pt»sible while the water is still in the river. 

That leads to some pretty serious dewatering of the rivers. It 
leads to overirrigation of land. That, in turn, leads to excessive 
runoff, excessive sedimentation, nitrates into the ground water, fer- 
tilizers, herbicides, pesticides, a plethora of pollutants being driven 
into the ground water and into the surface water. 

My final comment on that page is that this is another carrot for 
agriculture as far as I can tell in that I think it is time to put a 
little more stick into the carrot and stick approach to agriculture, 
and I said I would verbally augment that statement and am pre- 
pared to do so. 

From my point of view, and I am not an agriculturalist, let us 
just take Montana as the example with which I am most familiar; 
53 percent of the population lives in urban centers. Yet, the vast 
majority of surface water pollution is caused by agriculture. 
Ninety-five percent of the water consumed in this State is con- 
sumed by agriculture, and I think if we are going to face the facts 
on agriculture, we should face it straight up. We should look at it 
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as a heavily-chemically-dependent industry and heavily-subsidized, 
and we need a little more stick there. 

If we are going to give people relief, and t am not saying we 
should not, people in need deserve some help, that is what America 
is all about, but what do we get in return. What do the majority of 
the taxpayers that live in the urban centers get in return for the 
relief? 

And I suggest that, in fact, what we should be doii^ is saying if 
you wish to qualify for these kinds of programs, then, you should 
be in a land conservation program. Then, you should be in ein ero- 
sion prevention program. Then, you should be in a surface water 
pollution abatement program, and if agriculture is not willing to 
undertake those steps, then they should not get the carrot. 

Now, the reason I say this is because we have recently had hear- 
ings on surface water pollution in the State of Montana. Five per- 
cent of the surface water, we have 5,000 miles of streams here that 
are severely polluted from man-caused impairments, 5,000 mUes, 5 
percent of that is from municipal and industrial polluters. 

The vast majority of it is from agriculture. Some place, somehow, 
we have got to address that problem. We had people show up at the 
hearing on it. They said the conservation districts do not have the 
funds. They operate on a voluntary basis. There is no way we can 
undertake a program to address our end of surface water pollution. 

Well, I ask you, sir, does that make sense to you? If you had a 
corporate industrial polluter out there, let us just take Super Fund 
as an example, someone who is seriously polluting society's assets, 
which, of course, the surface and ground water, those are societal 
assets, would we say to them, oh, you guys do not have the money 
because it is a voluntary program? You only have volunteers to 
help with your pollution abatement programs. OK, That is OK. No. 
We would not say that. 

We would say I am sorry, gentlemen, you will hire somebody, 
you will raise tiie money, you will get serious about knockii^ off 
this pollution, and it is time for us to say that to agriculture and it 
is time when we streamline stuff like this to bit by bit by bit en- 
ixturage conservation programs, irrigation scheduling, erosion con- 
trol programs on down the line. 

There is a bunch of stuff out there that we can be doing sind we 
should be doing and if we do not do it, if we do not start taking 
these steps, with agriculture, we are going to find ouraelves in a 
situation that is very similar to what is going on in the Central 
Valley of California r^ht now. 

That aquifer has been polluted. The entire Central Valley aqui- 
fer is polluted with a fungicide that was supposed to break down in 
Bunl^ht and has now been driven down into the aquifer and they 
said it will be undrinkable for 250 years. 

So, we are talking about big time lot of people suffering, lot of 
expense, governmental expense, citizen expense, on a scale to what 
is going on with Super Fund, where we have buried toxics, they 
have gotten into our water and we have big expensive problems. 

The last session of Confess, you authorized $8.5 billion to b^fin 
to address the toxic pollution of this Nation. I think the industrial 
end of it needs to be addressed and you took a wise step and you 
allocated some money, but now it is time to pull our heads out of 
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the sand and say we have got to address agricultural pollution in 
this country and that is it. 

If you have any questions, I stand ready to einswer. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ochenski appears at the conclu- 
sion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Wilhams. 

Mr. Williams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

George, your comments are very interesting. They may be a 
better subject of another hearing on another subject, but interest- 
ing, nonetheless. 

We asked a number of groups in Montana for recommendations 
of people who should testify, and I was visiting with some stock- 
growers who suggested because I visited late with them, they gave 
me a late suggestion to request that you be a witness at this hear- 
ing and that is the reason that you were — that and the fact it took 
us 5 extra days to find you in Helena were the reasons that you did 
not know about the hearing earlier. 

Have you had an opportunity in this short time to look over the 
l^islation? 

Mr. Ochenski. Yes. Well, I read it through. 

Mr. Williams. And in your position as chairman of the Drought 
Task Force, do you find that the legislation would be workable and 
helpful, and do you have amy suggestions with r^Eird to the 
changes in it, particularly from your stemdpoint, and the necessity 
for full local authority to be invested in such a way that the correct 
aid is requested and the correct eigencies are ask^ to provide that 
aid? 

Mr. Ochenski. I still think you should put the stick in there, Pat. 
It is not a question of whether or not we have local agencies ad- 
ministering the aid or determinii^ it. I think if you are going to do 
something for somebody, that you ought to get a little something 
back, and we ought to have a little cooperation on getting into the 
control of these agricultural pollution problems. 

It is strictly a liability issue. I mean 

Mr. Williams. That is the reason I am bringing that up. Your 
suggestion as chairman that we add the lai^ufige to this bill that 
says that no emergency drought assistance would be available to 
agriculture, particularly livestock and the needs of livestock feed, 
unless memdatory conditions were met by those producers? 

Mr. Ochenski. It would be completely out of place for me to say 
it was my position as chairman of the task force when, in fact, I 
have not had any opportunity at all to bring siny of these issues 
before the task force. 

I could not say this — you know, 1 am glad to hear the stock- 
growers, etc., who we work with cooperatively on that task force to 
try and find solutions to these weighty problems suggested that I 
come here eind testify, and 1 appreciate your asking me, but I could 
not say yes, sir, this is the recommendation of the Drought Tfisk 
Force and I am the chairman, That would be facetious, and I would 
not do it. 

1 would get both feet into Tar Baby and 1 would be lucky to ever 
get out, 1 will tell you. So, while I am the chairman of the task 
force, I cannot say that these comments on the record today are 
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with the blessing or the knowledge of the task force. It would be 
out of line for me to speak for them. 

Mr. WiLUAMS. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Stenholm. You asked a rhetorical question as to what the 
people get in return for programs like this. I think there is one 
answer to that question, and that is we get the best quality and 
quantity of food found anywhere in the world. 

In the 1985 farm bill there is lemguage which provides that every 
farmer have an approved conservation plan on his or her farm by 
1992 in order to be eligible to continue to receive the benefits of 
farm pn^ams. 

I say mis not in an argumentative wa^ at all because I, as a 
fiEumer, am very concerned about conservation practices. 

Mr. OcHENSKi. Well, Mr. Representative, I was not trying to be 
flippant when I said what do we ^et. You are not from Montana 
ana X do not expect you to be familiar with some of the background 
here. 

But last summer, we went through a hellatious process trying to 
get the Department of Agriculture to abide by the Montana Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act, which is very much like the national Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act, on emergency grasshopper spraying, and we 
had the Governor send to the attorney general of this State the re- 
quest for an opinion on whether or not, in fact, they had to abide 
% that. 

And the headlines that we got is State ruling puts hopper control 
in a bind. The same thing on the weed program. Right now, I can 
go to Jefferson County, I can pick up a backpack and get it filled 
with Toradon and walk out of there and nobody knows what I am 
doii^ with it. I can go kill dandelions in uvf front yard. I can go 
wipe out somebody's garden for 3 years. There will be no more 
broadleeif plants coming up. 

I had a friend come over from Anaconda 2 days ago to Helena. 
He whipped out a pesticide applicator card that he got with an 
open book test in 2 hours in Butte. The man has never even seen a 
container of pesticide and they gave him an open-book test and cer- 
tified him to apply insecticides, rodenticides, fungicides, and herbi- 
cides. 

Now, that is a problem to me. I mean, when I say what do we 
get, I mean, do we get a battle every time we say look before you 
leap, agriculture? I mean, we force everybody else to abide by these 
environmental policy acts, and we have forced everybody else, 
miners, etc., to do environmental impact statements on what they 
are doing, yet we can run a State weed control and grasshopper 
control program with no environmental impact statement. 

So, 5 years down the line, when we start finding this stuff 
through the wonders of modem science, then we can determine 
whether or not it is amy good for us and we can determine whether 
or not the past exposure to it has been harmful to us, but should 
we not take the approach that, in fact, the best thing to do is use 
the ounce of prevention, not the pound of cure? 

Should we not say, yes, as a matter of fact, these are very dan- 
gerous chemicals and the method of their application should be 
tightly controlled and there should be some incentive for the 
people to go along with that? 
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Now, I go to this l^islature and listen and participate in the for- 
mulation of a lot of bills, and I heard people screaming bloody 
murder because they had to take 6 hours of training every 5 years 
to apply herbicides and pesticides on their property, that that was 
too much of a burden for the farmer to have to do. 

I will tell you, that kind of stuff does not cut it with me. 1 mean, 
6 hours of training every 5 years, are these people going to keep up 
with Dow Chemical? Are they going to keep up with Union Car- 
bide? With 6 hours of training, if we required that kind of trainii^ 
for our doctors, we would be losing them on the table. There would 
be bodies on the slabs. 

I mean, we are dealing with dangerous substances and we should 
take it a lot more seriously, and it is not beii^ taken seriously 
enough in this State, and I suspect from what I read that is also 
true for the rest of the country. 

So, that is the kind of stick I am talking about and I think it is a 
money stick. I think the economics are there. I think we can say, 
look, both the applicators' costs in putting the stuff on the land, 
emd society in the long-run costs in cleaning this stuff up that gets 
misinterpreted. 

Mr. Si^BOLM. I do not quarrel with your logic. 

Mr. OcHENSKi. That is why 1 say what do we get. I mean, I do 
not like to argue with agriculture. I would just as soon say that is a 
reasonable approach, you are right, let us see if we can sit down 
and work this out, smd, in fact, that is what we are trying to do on 
the drought stuff, and it is hard. 

That is it. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Mr. OcHENSKi. Thank you. 

Mr. Stenholm. Next, Mr. Dick Phillips, associate director for 
programs, Montana State University, Bozemfui, Monttma. 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD E. PHILUPS, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR 
FOR PROGRAMS, MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Mr. Phillips. Themk you. 

I am Richard Phillips, assistant director for Cooperative Exten- 
sion in Montana, and we appreciate very much the opportunity to 
comment on the proposed H.R. 3081. 

The Extension Service in general is extremely supportive of Mr. 
Williams' bill to consolidate existing programs in to a single pro- 
gram. Any time that you can replace seven pieces of legislation 
with one, it makes our job as the education arm of USDA much 
easier and we believe that the proposed l^islation will not only 
simplify the process, but also assist producers in understanding the 
options which they have, and that it would enable the Government 
to respond more quickly to critical needs as they exist in the 
States. 

We do have a few minor comments that we would like to offer 
for committee consideration. 

First of all, the Cooperative Extension Service is the USDA 
agency which has field representatives in nearly all of the 3,500 
counties of the United States, and it is the only agency that has 
those field representatives which are specifically brained and re- 
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Bponsible for assisting producers with management decisions on 
those farms which involve such things as how to feed emetgency 
feeds. 

Therefore, we believe that it would be appropriate to involve the 
State director of Extension or his designee in the decision process 
at the State level. 

There is an error in my written testimony on the next item, on 
response items. It should be 25 days instead of 39 days. We would 
ask that the committee consider shortening that and again this is 
an emergency situation or emergency response bill. We think that 
it might be appropriate to lower that time frame below the 25 days 
which the Secretary has to respond. I would point out the fact that 
the agency heads of USDA are involved in the decision process at 
the State level before the request is made to the Secretary. 

These are USDA employees. The Secretary should place some 
credence in their evaluation at the State level, and we would hope 
that this would enable him to shorten his response time. 

A very minor point on silage transportation. If transportation al- 
lowamces are to be based on normal feeding value, it is generally 
considered that there is about a three to one relationship between 
hay and sUage, and we would suggest that the committee might 
consider raising the allowamce for sMpping sileige. 

The final point, again a fairly minor point on our point of view, 
is that if the legislation is intended to preserve the agricultural 
productive capacity, if it is intended to preserve the livestock in the 
United States, then probably the restriction to citizenship is inap- 
propriate, and that is all of my testimony. 

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to have input into 
this important piece of legislation. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Phillips appears at the conclu- 
sion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Williams. 

Mr. Williams. Thanks a lot for your testimony. 

I agree that it would be entirely appropriate that the State direc- 
tor or designee of Extension be a member of the emergency board 
and I cam find no reason either in the GAO study or in the people I 
have talked to not to do that. So, apparently it comes under the 
heading of oversight. 

You make good recommendations, and I appreciate your being 
here. 

Mr. Stbnholm. Today, does your county Extension agent meet 
with your State ASC committee for certain purposes? 

Mr. Phillips. We have county FAC committees, which are all 
agency personnel, USDA personnel. 

Mr, Stenholm. Do you regularly meet? 

Mr, Phillips. Well, we would like to think they do, but, unfortu- 
nately, they do not meet as regularly as we would like. 

There are county emergency boards which are agency personnel 
and Elxtension has been involved in them. Under the existii^ legis- 
lation. Extension has been involved in the analysis procedure 
through these county emergency boards, which are chaired by the 
ASC person in the county. 

Mr. Stenholm. On a statewide basis, when the State ASC com- 
niittee meets, is there not a part of their agenda durit^ which the 
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State Extension director as well as SCS and possibly even Farmers 
Home meet? 

Mr. Phillips. Usually not. There is a Stat« FAC committee 
which is made up of agency heads. Extension, ASC, SCS, Farmers 
Home, Federal Crop Innurance. At that meeting, the director of Ex- 
tension is involved. 

Mr. Stenholm. I was on the State ASC committee in Texas in 
1977. I remember at that time, we did meet together. Therefore, I 
am thinkii^ that we have already got that in place. 

It may not be functioning 100 percent. 

Mr. Philups. Well, under existing legislation. Extension is par- 
ticipating in the eviUuation procedure, but they are not indicated 
as participants in the proposed bill. 

Mr. Stenholm. That is correct, and as Pat has said, I believe 
that was a legislative dreifting overs^ht. I think you will find in 
the finetl version of this l^islation that you will be included for the 
reasons that you specified in your testimony. 

Mr. Phillips. Thank you. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you, Mr. Phillips. 

Next, we call Mr. Jack Eidel, Mr. John Paugh, Euid Mr. James 
Stephens. 

Gentlemen, if you have a written statement, it will be made a 
part of the record in its entirety, You may summarize as your 
desire. 

First witness, Mr. Jack Eidel, president, Montana Stockgrowers, 
Great Falls, Monteuia. 

STATEMENT OF JACK EIDEL. PRESIDENT, MONTANA 
STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION, INC 

Mr. EroEL. Thank you, Coi^essman Stenholm and Congressman 
Williams. 

I am the president of the Montana Stockgrowers. It is a group of 
approximately 2,500 members. In real life, I am a cow-calf operator 
and a cattle feeder as well, emd we do operate some farming inter- 
ests. 

I am testifying today as president of the Montana Stockgrowers 
Association on H.R. 3081, a bill which my industry hopes will im- 
prove existing emergency livestock feed assistance programs. 

In 1985, Montana had one of its most severe droi^hts on record. 
Ranchers were forced to sell their livestock which flooded cattle 
markets and resulted in depressed prices. Hay and grain made 
av£ulable as a result of this disaster did not arrive in time to be of 
value. 

Moreover, excessive transportation costs made moving hay and 
grain into drought^tricken areeis impractical. Today, we once again 
face a possible drought, even with the substantial amounts of mois- 
ture recently received, because of our low snow pack in the moun- 
tains. Improving the current system of providing disaster relief is 
of utmost importance. 

State and Federal actions during the past have arrived too late 
to be of real assistance. By the time decisions are made declaring a 
disaster area because of drought, ranchers have usually tried to 
solve their own problems. What many fail to realize, however, is 
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that by being forced to sell some or all of his or her cattle, a 
drought-stricken rancher is merely addit^ additioneil numbers of 
livestock to an already depressed market. 

T£ viewed from this angle, every cattleman in the State being af- 
fected with drought can be negatively impacted by his associates. 
We need a progreim that allows quick decisive action once a 
drought appears imminent. This bill appears to take effect approxi- 
mately 40 days after the Governor requests assistance, at which 
time a rancher might begin to receive necessary feed stocks. 

We acknowledge that this is a short time frame in comparison to 
what happened in 1985, but it still seems an appreciably long time 
if you are the rancher with cattle and no feed. 

Normally, a rancher must react within a much shorter time 
frame, either by selling down or finding other pasture if any CEm be 
found. I feel that the Secretary of Agriculture and the Governor of 
Montana need to be consistently monitoring the status and condi- 
tion of Montfina during any potential drought. 

Close communication and coordination between the Federal and 
State governments is absolutely mandatory, and if actions could be 
taken in less than 40 days, it would be most helpful. 

However, I suppose that if we could be assured that needed feed 
at reasonable cost could be received within the 40-day time frame, 
most people in our business could live with this scenario. 

In closing, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this bill. 
Much thought has gone into the proposal. People in my industry 
will never be able to be guaramteed year-in and year-out high 
prices, adequate moisture and good feed. We must contend with 
nature and are willing to do so. 

However, we must have quick action when Montana experiences 
a droi^ht or other disaster. If reasonable transportation costs can 
help us bring needed hay and grain supply quickly to our livestock 
during a drought, that is all that we can ask for. 

Thank you very much. I appreciate the opportunity to testify at 
this hearii^. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Eidel appears at the conclusion 
of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. John Paugh, the director of Montana Wool 
Growers, Bozeman, Montana. 

STATEMENT OF JOHN C. PAUGH, DIRECTOR, MONTANA WOOL 

GROWERS ASSOCUTION, AND VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 

WOOL GROWERS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Paugh. CongressmEm Stenholm and Congressman Williams, 
thank you for the opportunity to testily here today. 

I am a sheep and cattle producer who lives about 10 miles out of 
town. We have some grain crop that we raise also. 

'Diough I have lived in Montana and we have had these kind of 
programs for many years, I have never been personally involved in 
them. So, my remarks are from what other people who have used 
them have done. 

For the record, I am John Paugh of rural Bozeman, sheep and 
cattle producer. I am testifying today for myself, the Montana 
Wool Growers Association, which represents the m^ority of the 
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sheep producers in the State, and the National Wool Growers Asso- 
ciation, of which I am currently vice president. 

I testify in favor of the proposal. Gentlemen, this is a step in the 
r^ht direction to eliminate some of the problems livestock produc- 
ers have with the current emergency livestock feed legislation. 

We hope that with the Governor making the request for emer- 
gency livestock feed assistance, after input from various field per- 
sonnel, the Federal Government can more quickly respond to the 
shortages of feed caused by nature. 

For sure, when we had some Montana producera applying for 
help under the current regulations, mainly caused by drought con- 
ditions, the assistance was too long in coming. 

I must comment, however, that under section 4, the conditions of 
eligibility, a rancher must suffer 30-percent loss of feed. While I 
can recognize some criteria must be set to determine loss, I would 
hate to be personally the one making that determination. 

Montana conditions, not unlike other States, can vary widely 
from one end of the county to the other and, in fact, from one end 
of a ranch to the other. The ASCS or whoever does this would have 
their job cut out for them to make such a determination, but I 
again recc^nize the need for criteria. 

In visiting with fellow sheep producers who have used the cur- 
rent pri^rEun, they have brought to mind some bureaucratic paper- 
work that, to me, causes more work for both the rancher and the 
ASCS office. A producer in eastern Montana had applied for feed 
under the law due to severe winter. The product was a cake prod- 
uct combining wheat and corn. The producer had to pay for one of 
the commodities at the ASCS office in Ekalaka, Montana, while 
paying for the other, the barley, in Belle Fourche, South Dakota. 

Apparently, the com came from South Dakota eind the wheat 
came from Montana, but the Government stored commodities were 
both in Belle Fourche, South Dakota side of the feed plant. 

I believe that provisions in the l^islation addressing the allow- 
able transportation costs of $50 per ton or $24 for livestock move- 
ment is probably eidequate. In many cases, the problems encoun- 
tered by a producer short of feed is that there is feed available, but 
not where the livestock can eat it. 

One thing that we did not think about at the time we wrote this 
was that this could be on an individual ranch where there was feed 
available, but because of no water being available could be the 
same problem. 

In closing, I would like to thank the committee for holdii^ field 
hearings and thank our western district Congressman, Pat Wil- 
liams, who, by introducing this measure, is attempting to make the 
Emergency Feed Progreim more receptive to the needs of those suf- 
fering from the lack of feed due to natural causes. 

I would be most pleased to answer any questions. 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. James Stephens, member of Montana Dairy 
Association, Bozeman, Montana. 
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STATEMENT OF JAMES W. STEPHENS ON BEHALF OF THE 
MONTANA DAIRY ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Stephens. Thank you, Congressman, Chairman Stenholm, 
and welcome to Montana and thank you for bringing the rain. 

Mr. Stenholm. You are welcome. 

Mr. Stephens. Pot the record, I am Jim Stephens, and I am sit- 
tii^ in for Ralph Parker of the Montana Dairy Association. Ralph 
was unable to be here today. So, he has asked me to do this for 
him. 

I am a wheat and feed grain producer with a dry-land farm in 
northern Montana. At present, we have put our farm in the CRP 
and my wife and I are running a motel here in the beautiful city of 
Bozeman. 

I am very much in favor of this emergency legislation for the fol- 
lowing reasons: 

1. It makes it much easier, quicker and simpler to get the job 
done by combining the existing programs under the Secretary of 
Agriculture, one head. 

2. All assistance requests would be made by the Governor work- 
ing with the State special advisory committee, and I am also very 
much in favor of the Extension Service being involved in this be- 
cause we all have county agents and all of us in f^riculture still, I 
think, have a strong faith in our county agents. I think they do a 
good job and I think they should be involved in this part. 

3. The bill seta deadlines for actions by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to respond. The 14-day deadline for the preliminary determi- 
nation and the 25-day deadline for the final determination. This 
makes the program timeable and workable. 

4. Lastly and most important, it would be a prwram that would 
be simple, realistic and timely, and there is nothing worse than 
chaos in an emergency. 

I would only like to comment that I think, particularly in agri- 
culture programs, and even though we have ours in the CRP and 
there are so many, you almost have to learn a new speak, I think 
when I read the book, "Big Brother", written in 1984, I got to go 
back and reread that because there are so many things that I do 
not understand, and I admit that I am from the old school. 

I am an old farmer, and the young farmers know what is going 
on, but I have a tough time and then when I get to checking some 
of the computer printouts that I get out of the ASCS office and I do 
not want to criticize them, but there is inputters and outtakers and 
inputters and outteikers and a lot of times, the inputters and the 
outtakers do not read the same book, and they do not jibe, and I 
am concerned about simplicity in all programs. 

I think we have got to get away from the red tape and that and 
get back to simple programs that a simple farmer can understand. 

I guess with that, I am going to thank you for coming and hold- 
ing this hearing, and I will einswer any questions you might have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Stephens appears at the conclu- 
sion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. WilUams. 

Mr. WiLUAMS. Well, thank you, gentlei n, for sharing your 
counsel. 
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First, Jack, let me ask you the question that you asked us and 
see if you or the stockgrowers have an opinion. 

That is, does the ASCS have the personnel and capabilities to 
monitor drought situations closely enoi^h to determine when 
farms and ranches have suffered a 40-percent loss? What do you 
think? 

Mr. EiDEL. I think they probably have, yes. 

Mr. Williams. You agree that someone from the Extension Serv- 
ice should be on the board? 

Mr, EiDEL. Yes, definitely. 

Mr. WiLUAMS. Yeah. John, both you and Jim mentioned some- 
what of the same theme, which, of course, is the purpose of the leg- 
islation, and that is to try to simplify what is sometimes an overly 
burdensome and complex delivery system of the Federal help. 

Somehow through the years in trying to meet its responsibility to 
people, including people in agriculture who needed help and Lord 
knows agriculture people received an awful lot of necessary Feder- 
al help through the years, complexities have been the cost. That is 
the cost that the farmers and ranchers have paid. There has been a 
real financial cost to the people of the United States, including, of 
course, Texas and Montana, through taxes. 

But what are the costs to the farmers in having to deal with the 
complexities of it? There has been over the past 10 years or maybe 
a little longer thoughts that go under names, new federedism, State 
rights or whatever, and that, of course, is to return that responsi- 
bility to the States. 

In a way, I have been somewhat supportive of that because it 
would have gotten toward the simplicity part of our problem. It 
really is quicker smd simpler for the Governor of Montana to 
simply say I declare this area an emergency area under these crite- 
ria. Tlie Federal Government can set criteria, hut I will declare it 
as an emergency area. 

That would be simpler, but if the people of the United States -are 
going to give the Governor of Montana that authority, then they 
also want him to take the responsibility of paying for it, and the 
question is then, who is going to pay the fi'eight. 

So, I guess there is a certain cost in this genius of our Federal 
system. I do not for a minute defend the complexities there. That is 
why we took so much time to try to work out — get GAO to do the 
study and then go through it and develop legislation off of it be- 
cause we do want to see the complexities reduced as best we can. 

I think some complexities, some delays in time are going to be 
with us as the cost of the Federal system, but we ought to contin- 
ufdly, as Montanans and Texans emd Americans, strive to do what 
we can to adjust it, to rid ourselves of unnecessary duplication, 
overlap, and bureaucracy, and bureaucratese, that new jai^n that 
Jim is talking about. 

Well, again, I appreciate all of you being here. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Stenholm. You all heard Mr. Ochenski's earlier suggestion 
that we put a "stick" in this program, and I think, Mr. Stephens, 
in spite of your desire for simplicity in agriculture, I do not think 
we are going to be heading that way any time soon. 
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I think it is going to get more complex in spite of the best inten- 
tions of all of us to make it more simple. What is your comment as 
far as the stick? 

Mr. EmEL. Are you asking him or are you asking me? 

Mr. Stenholm. All three of you. 

Mr. EiDEL. My comment is I was offended by that suggestion, find 
at the point when he asked what are we giving in return, my sug- . 
gestion is farther than your suggestion, Congressman. 

I think we are giving them cheap food, and we are probably 
giving them cheaper food them emywhere else in the world, and you 
said better food and more heeilthful and I think that is absolutely 
right. 

I think that this hearing is the wrong time to be discussing any 
problems, whether they be real or fictitious, of those other types of 
problems. 

Mr. Stephens. I find that his remarks were quite surprising to 
me. I did not realize that we had gone into those kinds of areas in 
this particular kind of a hearing. But obviously he took advantage 
of the situation and made his speech. 

Certainly there are some problems that he referred to and I 
tiiink your remark was that reEilly we do not know that much 
about it, where those things come from and where the problems 
really originate. 

Also, there are expenses incurred any time you have more regu- 
lation, more things that you require us as farmers to do in order to 
operate our businesses, and, consequently, if you make these kind 
of requirements that he was talking about, it would be much more 
difficult to try to make ends meet in agriculture. 

I guess there are those people who think that we make a lot of 
money in agriculture. We bring a lot of money in. We must admit 
that. The profit part of it is very limited, and we are doing this in 
most of our cases — we are in agriculture because this is what we 
like to do, and not because we wEuit to poison the people and not 
because we have some other ulterior motive. 

We are, for the most part, people in agriculture are just here be- 
cause we enjoy this life and we probably will not get fantastically 
rich out of it. But I do not think anyl»dy is out there misusing 
chemicals. 

I would wonder how his friend got the Toradon down at White 
Hall, Jefferson County, how he did that, and so easily, because I 
cannot buy it. So, I certainly wonder how he was doing it. 

Now, you know, there are rules that we have to live by and by 
dam, you cannot make a policeman stand over everybody's shoul- 
der, and people have to accept responsibility for the things they do 
and I think in most cases we do make a very honest effort to do 
those things properly. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Paugh. I would only like to comment. I think there is 
enough blame to go around. I was for 20 years in the aerial applica- 
tion business. So, I know and I did see some pollution, and I think 
there is no one more aware of pollution than the producer or the 
applicator or anyone, but I think some of these things, I suppose, 
have to be addressed because of the economics of it. 
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The taxpayer, the consumer, the city guy, is paying the bill, so 
he says, and we are getting the benefits, but it Eiko is a spin-off. 
The economic impact that agriculture has in Texas or Montana on 
the urban society is we have to keep the system working, and I am 
positive that we will with you guys' help. 

As I said, I guess there is enough blame to go around for every- 
one, and we have got to address it. That is my comment. 

Mr. Stenholm. Well said. I think you have said it very well. 

If this legislation were in place right now, where woudd we be in 
Montana? 

Mr. EiDEL. Well, I think maybe one question might be better 
asked — answered first in my testimony. Often, one end of a county 
may be caught up in a drought, yet the rest of the county may 
have sufficient feed and moisture to make it through. 

Will that county be designated so that relief can be expected? 
Someone has to have authority to ask for designation of part of a 
county. 

Mr. Stenholm. That is what I was just asking for my own infor- 
mation. If this were the law of the land, would we have had the 
Governor of Montana making this declaration as of today or 6 
weeks ago? 

Mr. EiDEL. I thuik that in some areas of Montana, he would have 
already made that designation. Northern Montana. I am not quali- 
fied to say which parts, but I am sure that there are areas in 
northern Montema that that would have happened. 

Mr. WiLUAMS. Frances Bartenow has ein area that the Governor 
would have now declared. There would be some areas that the Gov- 
ernor would declare. There is this dilemma, all right, about part of 
the county is wet and part of it is suffering from the drought and 
that creates again the over-used word here, complexity, that is dif- 
ficult to resolve, but you have to set criteria and then try to work 
around those. 

But, yes, conditions are such in Montana, I think the specific 
answer to your question, Charlie, is that conditions are such now 
that probably two and maybe the experts know of others that prob- 
ably would have been asked for designation. 

Mr. Stenholm. Now, for Farmers Home Administration declara- 
tion for eligibility of emergency loans, we have got a process that 
we go through. The Governor makes that determination and then 
that declaration is made, and it is on a county-by-county basis. 

I suppose that is the best we can do as far as des^ation. 

Mr. Paugh. Could I comment, sir, on that? 

Mr. Stenholm. Sure. 

Mr. Paugh, The weather patterns are so unique that I suppose 
in the whole United States, you see on television where the pattern 
is. It is like you say, county lines, that weather pattern could go 
down a county line. You can get 3 inches of rmn here smd nothing 
over there. 

So, I think what you are saying is real applicable. The weather 
patterns are just almost pencil-line. It is happening that way in 
Montana, I know. 

Mr. Stenholm. In your judgments, should we look at this pro- 
gram as a county-to-county program or should it be on an individ- 
ual producer basis? 
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Mr. Paugh. I think it should be county. I do not think you can 
break it. 

Mr. Stephens. I would think on a county-by-county basis with, I 
would just assume that if the State ASC committee was involved in 
this, that also the county committeemen would be involved, and I 
would think that that would be the basis for your information, 
would be the county committeemen eind the local county agents. 
Just seems logical that that would be the place that you would go 
to find out, you know, and through the State ASC and on throi^h 
all the others. 

Mr. Stenholm. Now, my question to you along about getting 
here, we are all in agreement we ought to start aid quicker emA 
that is the intent of Pat's bill. 

However, if we are going to start it quicker, can we stop it 
quicker? 

Mr. Stephens, I would think that, from the situation that if it is 
a drought and the drought is over, the program should not go on 
for just an unlimited time because it only takes a little while to 
make a big difference. 

But, also, the time of the year could meike an awful big differ- 
ence. Four or 5 inches of rain in October is not going to solve the 
drought problem in northern Montana. But, the program is sup- 
posed to be a disaster relief program, and if the disaster is not ex- 
isting anymore, it should be able to stop just as easily. 

Mr. Stenholm. We must recognize that when the Federal Gov- 
ernment is involved in anything, it ceases to be simple. 

There is a necessary bureaucratic system that gets tr^gered be- 
cause there are certain criteria that have to be met in all pro- 
grams, and that makes them more complex. 

Mr. Williams. Mr. Chairman, will you yield? 

Mr. Stenholm. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Williams. On the question of — I think it is well put, and 
that is you need to be able to start it quickly. What is our breakii^ 
time once the drought ended? 

I would not want to see the — smd I know this was not the intent 
of the chairman's question. I would not want to see us get into a 
situation where within the 14 to 25 days it was called oir because 
you might have a little rain pattern and suddenly you say the 
drought is not there, the emergency is called off, then you have got 
to come back, now the clock starts to tick again and the Govern- 
ment has another 2 months before they have to respond. 

So, we do not weint to intervene in the request time frame or 
stop the tick of the clock. But the question really goes, of course, to 
what happens when the— you know, whatever the response is, in 
this case, feed, what happens once that is triggered and on-going 
and then the emei^ency ends, and that is a legitimate point. 

But I see that adding significant complexities to the bill because 
then you need a criteria on the end of it and X number of days to 
stop the feed. I think there might be a number of complaints from 
livestock producers who say, look, we are only getting what we 
needed because of our former loss. The end of the drought only 
takes care of the future for us, we still need the feed to take care of 
the problem or whatever the assistance is, insect infestation assist- 
ance or whatever. We still need what we needed for our former 
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losses find the Government is in there arguing that, no, no, the 
grasshoppers are gone and the rain is back. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you all for being here and testifying. 

Mr. EiDEL. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Stenholm. Last panel. 

Looks like Mr. Alger and Vicki Olson are not here. Mr. Terry 
Murphy, president, Montana Farmers Union, Great Falls, Mon- 
tana, we welcome you, Mr. Murphy. 

STATEMENT OF TERRY L. MURPHY, PRESIDENT, MONTANA 
FARMERS UNION 

Mr. Murphy. Mr. Chairman, Representative Williams, my name 
is Terry Murphy. I am president of the Montana Farmers Union, 
which is a general farm organization of about 4,000 families with 
headquarters in Great Falls. 

I personally farm just about 40 miles west of Bozeman here and I 
appreciate the opportunity to be here. I submitted a very brief 
statement which I think strictly highlights our feelings on the bill. 
I would just like to visit with you a little bit, if that is acceptable to 
you. 

Chairman Stenholm, I am going to say something here. This is 
not pulling your leg. I^is is absolutely true. Maybe you will appre- 
ciate it. 

My counterpart in the State of Texas, a gentleman by the name 
of Joe Rankin, and for years, it has almost become a joke in our 
national board, whenever we in Farmers Union see an agricultural 
problem, Joe Rankin's first offer is to go call Charlie Stenholm. I 
am not kidding. This happens every time and I axa goii^ to have 
the chance now to tell Joe that I have talked to Charlie since he 
has and ruin his whole day. 

I appreciate the opportunity. We do greatly favor Congressman 
Williams' bill, H.R. 3081. I think that it is just a good common 
sense piece of legislation which will probably not do anything 
greatly dramatic, but it is good sound legislation. 

One of the problems that I hear a lot about with the Emergency 
Livestock Program in general is their cumbersome nature, and 
what that has led to, at least in this State, I think, is many times 
your smaller producers will avoid taking advantage of the program. 
They just feel that there is so many things they have to do and so 
many hoops to jump through that they wUl tighten the belt and get 
out and find some way to get through. Most of the use seems to 
be — I am talking about now not so much a genersil drought emer- 
gency, but those faster emergencies that happen with unprecedent- 
ed — like blizzards or floods. 

Most of your smaller producers have tended to avoid the pro- 
gremis just because there is kind of a feeling of inability to cope 
with everything they had to go through and only those with very 
large herds have bothered to use the program. 

I think that this approach to combine and speed up some of these 
functions will help that situation, and also a point that all of our 
board of directors felt was a very good point was bringing the Gov- 
ernor and State officials into the front end of the decisionmaking 
process. The feeling that they on site with personal knowledge ^ 
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the chaj-eicteristics of the State and its people will somehow add to 
better decisionmaking as to what is a legitimate emergency, what 
is not, perhaps making a lot of the people more comfortable with 
simply approaching the program and saying, yes, you know, I need 
some of this or I am going to have to sell off a herd. 

One thing we need to do and I hope that it will come in time is 
get a general viewing of these type of programs. I think as Con- 
gress viewed them when they were enacted in that we have an eco- 
nomic interest, all of society has an economic interest in alleviating 
and stabilizing some of these emergency situations, rather than 
each person thinking, well, here I am taking the Government for 
aid again. It is just me all by myself or other people saying, now, 
there is old Joe in the Government till again. 

There is a bigger issue than who may qualify for aid at any given 
time, and that is the State or national economic interest in some of 
these things. 

So, I believe that this bill wiU help that also, and Em inclusion of 
the State people, I think, is just excellent. 

We had some comments that the time frame is too loi^, but 
when you stop to think about it, the time frame is not too long in a 
large general drought because you can see that coming. You have 
to have some time to make plans for it. The feeling that the time 
frame is too long is more in dealing with the sudden emergency in 
like a blizzard or a flood, smd with the Governor involved now in 
the Federal program, he already has the ability to respond to those 
quick emergencies with state efforts, the National Guard or what- 
ever, and I think maybe as long as the Governor is in part of the 
Federal task force and can trigger the action, they may feel more 
free to deal — to use the State resources quickly knowing that they 
have got a Federal action coming on the heels of that. 

So, I will just stop and respond to any questions you may have, 
but we feel this is a good piece of legislation and certainly hope 
that it passes. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you. 

Mr. Williams. 

Mr. Williams. Thank you. 

Thanks, Terry. 

You have any thoughts about this matter of the criteria, thresh* 
old 40 percent, that we have talked about? Is there a legitimate 
way that we can determine that threshold and is that an appropri- 
ate threshold for the triggering of the request for assistance? 

Mr. Murphy. Well, you have to be sort of arbitrary. What is ap>- 
propriate in one situation, you know, you can argue whether it is 
in another. So, you have to be arbitrary. 

Mr. WiLUAMS. Is that a good arbitrary figure? 

Mr. Murphy. I was thinking it was 30 percent. Am I wrong? 

Mr. Williams. It is. You are right. Yes. 

Mr. Murphy, Our thoughts were that that was satisfactory. 

Mr. Williams. Yeah. Are you supportive as the others have been 
for inclusion of somebody from county Extension? 

Mr. Murphy. Yes. I think that is a logical inclusion. 

Mr. Williams. Perhaps you would wemt to return and respond to 
a question that the chairman had earlier, and that is, if t^is bill 
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were in effect now, are there areas of Montana that you see as per- 
haps warranting today a declaration of emergency? 

Mr. Murphy. Yes, Certainly the Northern tier of counties from 
Toole County on east, I think definite. You know, there has been 
some areas with no measurable rainfall since early last September. 

Mr, WiLUAMS. Are they getting any of this, Terry, do you know? 

Mr. Murphy, As of a couple of days ago, they had not. Well, in 
western Hill County, for example, they received no moisture. I 
mean, not even a drop in the whole month of April. Last week, 
they received seventeen-hundredths of Ein inch. That resilly is Uie 
only significant moisture and it was not significant becaiise it did 
not even settle the dust at that point, but as the weather service 
measures it, since September 

Mr, Williams. What about east of there, Terry, over to Glasgow? 

Mr. Murphy. From what I am hearing from people it is getting 
really rough all across. I think Hill County is probably in the most 
immediate problem. In ffict, you know, the pasture has not even 
started to grow. Winter wheat literally is right now going into the 
boot stage. It is never going to produce anything. 

So, I think that area would definitely qualify for immediate. 

Mr. Williams. In talking, Charlie, about the Highline, which is 
our reference to the tier of northern counties that sit up against 
Canada, and I suppose the drought has affected a half a dozen 
counties. 

Mr. Murphy. Severely. 

Mr. Williams. Thanl^ for your help, Terry. 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Murphy, you mentioned Joe Rankin, which 
prompted me to ask a Question that I wish I would have asked 
some other witnesses earlier today. Joe does a very good job of rep- 
resenting the Texas Farmer Union, He is a good constituent of 
mine. "We don't always agree about various farm issues, but he is 
a very able agricultural leader. 

My question to you, though, is we have looked at crop disaster 
programs, etc., and the place that Federal Crop Insurance plays 
within it. 

What would be the response of the average livestock producer if 
they had the opportunity to buy Federal crop insurance that would 
provide for the tyj)e of emergency assistance feed and disaster pro- 
grams under discussion today? 

I ask this more as a rhetorical question for you and Feurners 
Union to look at and for the other farm groups that are still here 
to look at, as to whether or not we should consider making it avail- 
able on an insurance basis. 

Mr. Murphy. Frankly, that is a totally novel idea, which I have 
never thought of, I guess off the cuff, I would say that there could 
be some possibilities there. I would like to reserve the opportuni^ 
to discuss that with some of our people and get back in touch with 
you because obviously it will not become part of this bill. 

But that is an interesting thought. If I m^ht just take emother 
minute to talk about that a little, I think that Jack Eidel in answer 
to one of your questions kind of hit an issue that one of the reasons 
that we have, underlying reason that we have so many disaster 
programs and aid programs, is that we have not found a mecha- 
nism in this country to allow a very diverse agriculture to set 
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prices for its products at a profitable level as most business is able 
to do. 

And, so, we somewhat come around the back door and make up 
for that with some of these disaster prc^ams, and 1 am not criti- 
cizing for that. 

Speaking of Federal crop insurjmce type of programs, I just say 
this because I would like for you gentlemen to know it since you 
are here, they are very difdcult for people to utilize on a uniform 
basis, and I will point out my county, which has already been men- 
tion«l in an unfavorable light, but it is Jefferson County, until the 
Federal crop insurance program was changed in 1980 or 1981, that 
county had never been eligible for it, through all those years. 

We were west of the line, and, so, the whole disaster program 
w£is gone. We were on Federal crop insuremce. We are not allowed 
to use our historical ASCS yields. Consequently, in that county, the 
program is absolutely worthless. No fanner can use it. It is eco- 
nomically out of the question because the yield break point is so 
low that you would never collect unless you had a total life out and 
yet you are paying premiums as high as someone in other counties 
who has a proven yield that had quite a good level. 

So, there is always the problem of getting some uniformity in 
these things, and I know you will never get to the ultimate. It 
cannot be done probably. 

Mr. Stenholm. We are going to take a good hard look at the Fed- 
eral crop insurance program next year. I personally think that in 
this whole question of disaster prc^ams, the Federal crop insur- 
ance needs to play a bigger role. 

The program is not working. It is up to us to try to design one 
that does work. 

Mr. Murphy. Now, in principle it is a good idea. It puts some re- 
sponsibility back on the producer and it should be there. 

Mr. Stenholm. Yes, you are correct. 

Mr. Murphy. They have some responsibility of their own. 

Mr. Stenholm. I throw it out as just an idea and a thought as we 
deal with emei^ency feed assistance programs. 

Mr. Murphy. I would like to get back in touch with you on that 
one. 

Mr. Stenholm. Any other questions? 

Mr. WlLUAMS- Well, Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate the op- 
portunity to comment upon our friend, Mr. Ochenski's remarks 
before your subcommittee. 

As he pointed out, he was invited late because some livestock 
folks came to us late and asked that we request of your subcommit- 
tee that he be invited, and we were glad to see him here. 

I do believe, though, that George s remarks were fully inappro- 
priate to both the purpose of this hearing and the occasion of this 
subcommittee coming to Montana. 

George chose to have rather contentious ideas inserted into the 
public discussion through this means. I would have preferred that 
he had waited until a different occasion to do it, but he saw fit to 
do it here. 

But I do want the record to show that I think that his remarks 
were inappropriate. 
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But I thfink him and all of you for agreeing to testify before us 
Euid, again, Mr. Chairman, we are particularly grateful for your in- 
terest in the problem, which is before us, and with the proposed so- 
lution that I and four of my colleagues have offered to try to re- 
solve it, and thanks a lot for coming again to Montana. 

Mr. Stenholm. For the record, Vicki Olson does have a state- 
ment that I wilt submit on her behalf for the record. 

I thank all of the witnesses for taking part in this hearing. It has 
been very helpful. It is always helpful, as I said in my opening re- 
marks, to hear the viewpoints of other States, other regions, and 
other parts of our vast country, as we try to shape l^islation. 

Pat, we appreciate your friendship, your interest, and thank you 
again for inviting us to be here. I have nothing else to say, so this 
hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub- 
ject to the call of the Chair.] 

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 
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Montana Departnanc o£ Agriculture 

Chalman Stenholm, membars of the Connittea, I am Kalth 
Kelly, Director of the Montana Departmant of Agriculture. Thank 
you for the opportunity to present testimony in support of 
H.R. 3081 to consolidate and in^rove existing emergency livestock 
faad assistance programs administered by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Montana Is America's fourth largest state. Our mere size, 
from Montana's Western Flathead Valley to the opan ranges of 
eastern Montana, provides diversity in climate and production 
from livestock, horticulture, mint, and cherries. If you leave 
Libby, 750 miles and about 14 hours later, you can drive to 
Ekalaka, never leaving the Big Sky Country, but passing through 
some of the most scanic and varied country our nation has to 
offer. 

Throughout all our diverae agriculture, scanic land mass, 
and climatic changes there is one coianon denominator ' ' 
coomarclal livestock production. Montana ranks seventh in the 
nation in beef cattle production, fifth In sheep and wool and 
sixth in hogs and pigs. When disaster hits and help is needed, 
you can understand how important an "Emergency Livestock 
Assistance Act" can be when you are dependent on livestock 
production for your family's livelihood. 

Agriculture has faced soma rough times in the last few 
years. We've had to deal with a retrenchment in land values, 
poor prices, floods, and drought. Montana's drought conditions, 
coupled with grasshopper infestations, has compounded the 
problems facing many producers. Two years ago a Southesstecn 
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Monians rancher reported th* impacts of Chs draught, graphically 
describing the loss of the foliage he had worked ao hard Co 
build. Aftar spending years nurturing his range and lovingly 
planting trees to shade hla home, grasshoppers descended to 
totally defoliate everything on site, not even sparing his fur 
trees aa there was nothing else to eat. 

On the other side of the coin, we need to only remember our 
recent Milk River flood that destroyed feed sitting in the field, 
floating 2,000 pound bales like they were bobbers in a stream. 

Emergency livestock asaietance is ii^ortant to our 
producers, and the ability to utilize existing programs with a 
quick response is critical In meeting the needs of our Industry. 

H.R. 3081 gives more latitude in providing a response to 
emergency needs. The governor may request an emergency response 
and expect a reply in two weeks with a final determination In 
about four weeks. The Secretary of Agriculture, in turn, has 
more authority to better tailor assistance to each disaster 
condition. Hopefully, we are starting to provide a timely 
response to address producers' needs. 

In Montana we hava to addreas emergencies due to disease, 
Insects, floods, drought, fire, Btorm, and hot weather. But ac 
times we are faced with cold weather Impacts also. Although 
page 2, line 2, may Include cold weather under the definition of 
natural disaster, it might be wise to consider identifying cold 
weather specifically In this section. 

Page 3, line 11, Includes a representative of the Governor 
on the Board and we baliave Chat is a positive and essential 
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elemenc In H.R. 3081. As th« Governor makes Che request. It's 
prudent and astute to Include his representative on the Board. 

The definition of financial hardship as used on page 5, 
line 2, could be critical in providing assistance to a fanner or 
rancher. Its interpretation may be a key in how the bill is 
administered and consideration may want to be given to Include a 
definition under Section 8, definitions. 

Due to Montana's size and the limited resources available 
for transporrntion alternatives, transportation assistance 
becomes a major factor In the feed assistance program. Both the 
hay transport and livestock transport sections are extremely 
iQiportant to Montana producers. 

It could be of significance to review the feasibility of 
including transportation costs under section <3) Sale of C.C.C. 
Feed Grain, (page 5, line 19) as you have in section (1) Donation 
of C.C.C. Feed. Although C.C.C. Feed Grain could be available, 
transportation becomes a critical factor in the ability of 
utilizing the program. 

H.R. 3081 addresses emergency livestock feed assistance, but 
the requirement to provide adequate livestock water resources 
under programs such as the emergency conservation program is 
closely related and may need to be used along with the emergency 
feed program. During times of drought soma ranchers may be faced 
with having to drill new wells, redevelop existing water s 
and in some cases, transport water from other locations. 

In emergency situations, when a disaster Is declared it 
autoQiatically provides producers with the right to us* the 
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Involuntary coaveraion clause of the Faderal Tax Coda but it 
should also provide the ability to secure additional forage 
through the ralaase of acreage conservation reserve <ACR) for 
grazing or haying. The ACR is an important resource and 
provisions to allow their use need to be available, and used, in 
emergency situations. 

In conclusion, I would like to thank you, Hr, Chairman, and 
members of the Committee, for your time and consideration in 
meeting with us today. Although soiae of our state looks forward 
to good crops this year, Northcentral Montana (Havre, Conrad, 
Harlem), Northeastern Montana (Glendlve, Medicine Lake, Sidney) 
and Southeastern Montana (Broadus, Miles City, Ekalaka) arc 
currently facing drought conditions with prospects for 
significant reductions in forage and crops. These conmunities 
are facing from percent of normal precipitation in Havre to a 
maximum of 43 percent of normal in Medicine Lake. Your foresight 
In considering H.R. 3081 to consolidate and improve the emergency 
livestock feed assistance programs could be of great help to many 
agriculture cononinities this year. 
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The Montana Extension Service is supportive of the proposed bill 
to consolliiate existing emergency relief programs Into a single 
program. The suggested procedure will greatly enhance USDA's 
ability to deal with emergency situations, will result in greater 
producer understanding of procedures, and should result in a more 
rapid response to critical needs. 

1 specific parts of H.R, 3081 

Page 3, Lines 1-10 - State Emergency Board 

The Cooperative Extension System has local agents in nearly all 
of the nation's 3500 counties. It is the only USDA agency whose 
field agents are specifically trained in all aspects of crop and 
livestock management, including utilization of alternative feed 
materials such as those which could be provided under terms of 
this legislation. These agents are in an excellent position to 
evaluate specific "on-farm" effects of emergencies. In view of 
this, we feel it would be appropriate that the State Director of 
Extension lor his designee) be a rnember of the Emergency Board. 

Page 3, Lines 12-24 - Response Times 

The allowable response time for the Secretary permits ■**■ calendar 
days to elapse prior to initiating any relief action, if this 
Bill is truly to be in response to an "emergency situation," we 
feel that an effort should be made to substantially reduce this 
allowable response time. One of the factors limiting use of 
previous programs, as pointed out in the GAO report, is the fact 
that the emergency has passed before relief is available. 

Page 6 , Line 10 - Silage Transportation 

If transportation allowance Is to be based on eguivalent feed 
value between hay and silage, a ratio of 1:3 (hay:silage) would 
be more appropriate, resulting in a silage allowance of up. to 
$16.67 per ton. 
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Page 7, Lines 23-24 - Citizenship 

If the intent of this legislation is either humanitarian in 
nature oc is intended to preserve and maintain the productive 
capacity of American agriculture, we do not feel that citizenship 
restrictions are appropriate. 
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r Congiessraan wlllliun 



Ranchers were toreed to sell their lives 

available as a result of this disastec <! 
value. Horeovei, excessive transportati 
grain into drought stricken areas Impractical. 

Today we once again face a possible drought, even uith the substantial 
amounts of moistuce received recently, because of ouc low snow pacX In 
the mountains. Improving the current system of providing fllsaater 
relief Is oC utmcst Importance, state and federal actions during the 
past have arrived too late to be of real assistance. Sy the tijae 
deciiiona are made declaring a disaster area because o£ drought, 
ranchers have usually tried to solve their own problems. What many 
fail to realize, however, is that by being forced to sell sane or all 
ot his/her cattle, a drought stricken rancher is merely adding 

viewed from this angle, every cattleman in a state being affected with 
drought can be negatively impacted by his/her associates. 

allows gulck decisive action once a drought 



appears emJ 


.nent. This bill appears to take effect approximately forty 


days after 


the Governor requests assistance, at which time a rancher 


might begir 


1 to receive necessary feed stoclcs. we acknowledge that 




ihort time frame in comparison to what ha^iened in 19BS. but 


it still St 


lems an appreciably long time if you are the rancher with 


cattle and 


no feed. Nomially. a rancher must react within a nmoh 


shorter tiji 


w frame, either by selling down or finding other pasture if 


any can be 


found. I feel that the Secretary of Agriculture and the 


Governor oi 


I Montana need to be constantly monitoring the status and 
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Honorable Pat Wllliains 
Kay 10, 1988 

condition of HanCana (luring any potential drought. Close 
cominunlcation and coordination between the federal and state 
governments is absolutely mandatory and. If actions could be taken in 
less than forty days, it would be most helpful. However, I suppose 
that if we could be assured that needed feed at reasonable costs could 
be received within a forty day tine frame, inost people in our business 
could live with this scenario. I would like to raise the following 
questions, which do not appear to be totally resolved, however: 

1} Does the ASCS have the personnel and capability to monitor 
drought situations closely enough to precisely determine when famis 
and ranches have suffered at least a forty percent loss of feed and 
have insufficient feed to inaintain the farm or ranch's livestock for 
the period of the emergency? 

2] Often one end of a county may be caught up In a drought, yet the 
rest of the county may have sufficient feed and moisture to make it 
through. Will that county be designated so that relief can be 
expected? 

i) what are the anticipated costs of this particular program? 

In closing, I appreciate the OF>portunity to coranent on this bill. 
Much thought has gone into the proposal. People in my industry will 
never be able to be guaranteed year in and year out high prices, 
adequate moisture and good feed. We nuat contend with nature and are 
willing to do so. However, we must have quick action when Montana 
experiences a drought. If reasonable transportation costs can help us 
bring needed hay and grain supplies quickly to our livestock during a 
drought, that is all that we can ask for. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

/jack Eidel, President 
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Mr, chairman and nsnbers of the conmtttee, for ths rseoTd, I an Jin 
Staphons, and I an Bitting in for Ralph Parker of the Kontana ta.iry Associ- 
ation. Ralph Has unable to be here today so he asked ne to do this for him. 
I an a irtieat and feed fcraln producer vith a di? land farn In northern Kan- 
tana, At present. He have put our farn in the CRF progran and my wife and I 
are runnlnr a motel here In th« beautiful city of Bozeoan. 

I am vary much in favor of this Smergency legislation for the follon- 
Ing raasonsi 

1, It makes it much easier, quicker, and simpler to ctat tha Job done by 
conblnlnB the oxlstlnft programs under the Secretary of Atjrlculturei one 
head. 
Z, All assistance requests nould be aade by the Governor noricing with the 
Special State Smerfcency Advisory board Bade up of the State Director of 
the A3C3— the State Director of the Soli Conservation Servlce-the Stats 
Director of tha Parsers Hone Adninlstratlon-and a raprasantatlve of tha 
Governor. I think If anyone should be In a position to Judge the Bltu- 
atlon, it should be these people. 

3. The bill eets deadlines for action by the sscretary of Agriculture to 
respond. The I'l-day deadline for the preliminary determination and tha 
E5-day deadline for the final determination, this nakaa the prograjt 
timely and Horkable. 

4, lastly and moat Important, It Hould be a progran that would ba slnple, 
raallatlc, and tlnelyi there is nothing Horse than a chaos in an eaar- 
gency. 

Thank you for lattlnft me appear before you today, and I hope you will 
look favorable on this leclslatlon, 

I would be Hilling to answer any questions you nl^t have. 
Thank you 

Jim 
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' -, f^halr-iEr of the hearlnp on 

•hn •T.nerFf-r.cy Livestock Teed Assistance Act of 19"?." 

Hontana W.I.F.E. (Vonan Involved In Parn Econonlcs) woulil like 
to offer our support for HT 30?1, the "Enerpency Livestock Feed 
A-^'lBtance Act of 19^7". 

By puttlnp the authority of all these profrans under one 
.^^^llllstratlon, it is felt we will have a tetter chance of getting 
fe^d when It Is really needed. 

In the past tinelessness has been a real problem. In the 19M's 
He had drouth years In our area. Sales of CCC Feed Grain was applied 
for: there was a real need for It because there just wasn't any 
i-lnd of feed available around this entire area. The prain finally 
T;pcai"e available to producers in Taj, nuch loo late to feed for 

I do feel there is room for improvement in some of the propranis. 
7ot example, in the fall of 19*'€' we had a terrible flood In our area 
?nd a lot of hay was washed away and nuch nore ruined in the stack. 
Under the present proKran, the hay that washed away was eligible, but 
the hay in the stacks was not. We had a lot in the stacks flooded, 
corpletely covered with water — where water had never been in anyone's 
TPConection. Ve tried to feeil sonie of this ha;-, sparinply. He killed 
three cows with It. When they were cut open the guts were full of 
("Irt and frit. With cows ■£? f7CP. to $900. per head. It really was a 
loss;. But I think any of the hay that was flooded and lost its feed 
value should have been eligible; not just what washed completely awav. 

Also in 19*^5 In the 3ale of CCC Feed Grain profram in 3u Montana 
people went to 3D to pet prain anii found it to be such poor quality 
thnt It wasn't worth the expense of fettlnf it to the livestock, 

Vith the tine limits set forth In this bill, the proprajiiB will 
have a better chance of dolnp what they were set up to do — be of 
help to producers at a time when they really need help. 

Ty not Involving as many offices to Implement and naklng the 
steps very clear as to what is expected of whon, the whole profram 
should run smoother, anii be less headache for administration and 
less confusinp for producers. 

Therefore, Kontana U.I.F.E. supports HP 30fil, 



9j./rclL^. 
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